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IDAHO  AND  MISSOURI 
THE  FLIES  HAVE  CONQUERED  THE  FLY  PAPER 


In  the  March,  19  84,  issue  of  the  Moni- 
tor we  detailed  the  political  shenani- 
gans surrounding  the  dismissal  of  Ramona 
Walhof  as  director  of  the  Idaho  Commis- 
sion for  the  Blind.  In  that  issue  we 
also  gave  a  few  brief  comments  on  the 
apparently  unrelated  dismissal  of  Tom 
Stevens  as  director  of  the  Bureau  for 
the  Blind  in  Missouri.  Since  that  time 
there  have  been  new  developments,  and  it 
would  appear  that  the  occurrences  in 
Idaho  and  Missouri  may  not  be  totally 
unrelated. 

The  American  Council  of  the  Blind  in 
the  March  issue  of  its  publication,  the 
Braille  Forun\  admits  that  it  was  in- 
volved in  the  maneuverings  which  pre- 
ceded the  Walhof  dismissal.  The  Forum 
says  that  the  Idaho  Council  of  the  Blind 
(the  ACB  affiliate)  "provided  the  Gover- 
nor and  the  Commission  board  members 
with  information  about  critical  problems 
with  the  administration  of  the  Commis- 
sion." Since  they  did  not  provide  Com- 
mission board  member  Norman  Gardner  with 
such  information,  this  constitutes  a 
virtual,  admission  that  they  engaged  in 
the  secret  meetings  and  goings  on  in- 
volving the  two  sighted  board  members 
and  members  of  the  Governor's  staff. 
Whether  there  was  illegal  activity  and 
(if  so)  whether  ACB  state  and  national 
representatives  are  implicated  will  have 
to  be  determined  by  the  courts. 

Be  that  as  it  may,  developments  in 
Idaho  have  been  fast-paced  and  have 
undoubtedly    not   been    to    the    liking   of 


our  opponents.  For  one  thing  (at  this 
writing,  April  3 )  Mrs.  Walhof  still 
occupies  her  apartment  at  the  Idaho 
Commission  for  the  Blind,  There  seems 
every  prospect  that  she  will  continue  to 
do  so  for  the  foreseeable  future,  or 
until  she  chooses  to  vacate.  It  will  be 
remembered  that  the  two  sighted  Commis- 
sion board  members  and  Howard  Barton 
(the  man  they  tried  to  reappoint  as 
interim  director)  had  told  her  that  she 
must  be  out  in  thirty  days  from  February 
3. 

The  trial  which  was  to  have  occurred 
February  11  was  postponed.  The  Gover- 
nor's people  (including,  one  assumes, 
the  two  sighted  board  members.  Barton, 
and  who  knows  who  else)  moved  for  sum- 
mary judgment  and  to  have  Barton  rein- 
stated as  Commission  director.  The 
hearing  was  held  March  12,  and  they  got 
their  noses  bloodied. 

The  judge  said  that  he  did  not  intend 
to  rule  at  that  time  on  a  summary  judg- 
ment, that  he  would  give  both  sides 
twenty  days  in  which  to  submit  further 
evidence  and  to  prepare  briefs,  and  that 
he  would  then  give  each  side  ten  days  to 
respond  to  what  the  other  had  said.  The 
judge  said  that  he  might  rule  on  a  sum- 
mary judgment  in  the  future  but  that  he 
didn't  intend  to  do  it  then. 

With  respect  to  reinstating  Barton, 
the  Governor's  lawyers  said  that  the 
court's  continued  supervision  of  the 
Commission  was  "intrusive"  and  that  the 
Governor   needed    Larry    Selland    (the  man 
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the  Governor— with  court  approval— had 
appointed  to  act  as  interim  Commission 
director)  to  do  other  things.  The  judge 
said  that  if  the  Governor  needed  Selland 
somewhere  else,  he  could  put  him  some- 
where else.  He  said  that  if  the  Gover- 
nor could  not  or  would  not  appoint  some- 
one to  run  the  Commission  until  matters 
could  be  settled,  the  court  would  do  it. 
In  other  words  the  opposition  went  away 
without  having  got  any  satisfaction  on 
either  of  their  requests. 

In  the  meantime  the  depositions  have 
been  going  forward,  and  very  interesting 
things  are  being  learned.  There  are  now 
sworn  statements  that  there  were  con- 
tacts between  the  Governor's  office  and 
the  two  sighted  board  members  and  that 
Norman  Gardner  (CommissionChairman)  was 
not  apprised  of  these  contacts  and  meet- 
ings. It  is  hard  to  see  how  this  can  be 
ruled  as  anything  other  than  illegal. 

It  will  be  remembered  that  John  Chea- 
dle  (Deputy  Director  of  the  Idaho  Com- 
mission) was  fired  by  Howard  Barton  on 
February  3,  only  a  few  minutes  after  he 
took  office.  Under  oath  the  three  Com- 
mission board  members  all  agree  (an 
unusual  occurrence  in  and  of  itself) 
that  Mr.  Cheadle  was  fired  in  violation 
of  Commission  policy.  Will  the  judge 
Brule  that  he  was  never  legally  fired  an 
should  be  reinstated?  Who  knows?  One 
thing  is  likely  beyond  dispute,  and  that 
is  the  fact  that  the  Governor  of  Idaho 
regrets  having  taken  some  of  the  advice 
he  took  and  getting  involved  with  some 
of  the  people  who  approached  him.  There 
are  bound  to  be  long-term  repercussions. 

Speaking  of  the  Governor,  one  of  his 
staff  members  admitted  under  oath  that 
he  has  been  in  touch  with  officials  of 
another  state  concerning  matters  involv- 
ing  this   case.     He   then   invoked   "privi- 


lege" to  refuse  to  answer  questions 
about  what  was  said  and  why  he  had  the 
contacts. 

Interesting  questions  arise:  Was  the 
other  state  Missouri?  Is  it  coincidence 
that  trouble  in  Missouri  and  Idaho  oc- 
curred simultaneously?  How  did  the 
contacts  occur?  What  party  (or  parties) 
served  as  the  bridge,  and  possibly  the 
source  of  encouragement  and  stimulation? 
Does  this  constitute  conspiracy? 

There  can  be  little  doubt  that  the 
people  who  thought  they  had  an  easy 
victory  in  Idaho  are  now  in  trouble  and 
are  scrambling  desperately  to  find  a 
foothold.  Sighted  board  member  Larry 
Barnes  has  been  picketed  repeatedly  by 
the  blind  and  does  not  seem  to  take  any 
great  comfort  from  it.  Larry  Selland 
has  announced  that  April  12  will  be  his 
last  day  at  the  Commission,  come  what 
may.  This  means  that  someone  will  have 
to  be  appointed.  It  probably  also  indi- 
cates the  frustration  which  the  Gover- 
nor's office  feels  at  the  whole  mess 
they  got  themselves  into. 

The  recounting  of  one  incident  might 
be  instructive.  A  statewide  vendors 
meeting  was  called  to  be  held  in  Twin 
Falls  March  22  and  2  3.  Scott  Fenwick 
(the  man  Mrs.  Walhof  fired  as  vending 
dsupervisor  and  who  was  reinstated  by 
Barton  in  the  few  hours  he  held  sway  as 
Commission  director  after  February  3 ) 
has  been  allowed  to  dangle  on  in  the  job 
in  a  state  of  limbo,  but  there  are  re- 
ports that  Selland  has  been  less  than 
happy  with  his  performance.  Of  course, 
Mrs.  Walhof  said  she  had  reasons  to  fire 
him  in  the  first  place. 

Be  this  as  it  may,  Mr.  Fenwick  orches- 
trated the  March  meeting  of  vendors  in 
Twin  Falls.  A  van  was  rented  at  state 
expense     to     transport     vendors     to     the 
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meeting.  The  van  would  probably  have 
been  sufficient  to  have  taken  all  who 
needed  to  go.  If  departures  needed  to 
be  at  separate  times,  then  certainly 
only  an  additional  car  would  have  been 
required.  As  it  was,  four  other  cars 
went,  some  of  them  carrying  non-vendor- 
related  Commission  staff,  along  with 
their  boyfriends.  Moreover,  on  the 
night  of  March  11  the  rented  van  took  a 
group  from  Twin  Falls  to  Jackpot, 
Nevada,  where  the  education  was  doubt- 
less instructive  if  not  profitable.  It 
is  a  matter  of  definition  as  to  whether 
slot  machines  are  vending  machines. 

Some  of  the  people  who  plotted  so 
diligently  to  try  to  get  Mrs.  Walhof  out 
have  been  recently  heard  to  say  that 
they  feel  most  unhappy.  They  say  that 
Mrs.  Walhof  is  still  in  the  building, 
that  many  of  her  policies  are  still  in 
place,  and  that  many  of  the  remaining 
Commission  staff  (seeing  what  the  agency 
is  like  in  her  absence  and  comparing  it 
with  what  she  was  beginning  to  achieve) 
arc  now  more  loyal  to  her  than  they 
were. 

What  has  been  happening  in  the  affil- 
iate reinforces  one's  faith  in  the  de- 
termination of  people  to  be  free.  The 
NFB  of  Idaho  is  now  more  united  and  more 
enthusiastic  than  it  has  ever  been.  Its 
spirits  are  high,  and  it  is  beginning  to 
gain  new  members.  There  seems  to  be  a 
general  recognition  that  what  is  being 
dealt  with  is  not  simply  the  attempt  to 
fire  an  administrator  but  an  effort  to 
belittle  and  put  down  the  blind,  to 
snuff  out  their  civil  rights,  and  to 
crush  the  National  Federation  of  the 
Blind— the  only  truly  independent  organ- 
ization of  blind  people  in  the  state  and 
the    only    effective    watchdog   which    can 


serve  as  a  check  and  balance  on  the 
agencies  of  government  that  constantly 
seek  to  control  the  lives  of  the  blind. 

And  there  is  more:  the  apparent  link- 
up with  forces  outside  of  the  state  to 
try  to  attack  and  weaken  the  entire 
concept  of  self-organization  and  con- 
certed action  by  the  blind.  It  would 
appear  that  we  are  dealing  with  a  calcu- 
lated effort  to  intimidate  the  blind  and 
deprive  them  of  first-class  citizenship 
by  seeking  to  destroy  their  vehicle  for 
concerted  action,  the  National  Federa- 
tion of  the  Blind.  Other  things  are 
clear.  This  is  a  battle  for  freedom  not 
just  in  Idaho  or  Missouri  but  throughout 
the  country,  and  it  is  not  a  group  of 
isolated  skirmishes  but  an  overall  con- 
flict of  major  importance. 

In  Idaho  we  are  doing  much  better  than 
holding  our  own.  The  efforts  of  our 
opponents  have  backfired,  and  this  is 
only  the  beginning.  Whatever  happens, 
there  can  now  be  no  doubt  that  we  wUl 
emerge  with  added  strength.  In  fact, 
our  opponents  may  have  made  a  fatal 
miscalculation  and  an  irreparable  blun- 
der. 

In  Missouri  the  same  pattern  is  un- 
folding. The  firing  of  Tom  Stevens  and 
some  of  the  members  of  his  staff  was  so 
sudden,  so  cloaked  in  secrecy,  and  so 
surrounded  with  intimidation  and  threats 
that  it  took  a  few  days  to  put  it  all 
together  and  make  a  response.  However, 
the  response  is  now  fully  in  motion,  and 
the  repercussions  will  probably  give  the 
people  who  started  it  all  more  opportun- 
ity for  action  and  publicity  than  they 
ever  wanted. 

For  starters  let  us  consider  an  arti- 
cle in  the  February  8,  19  84,  edition  of 
the    St.   Louis   Globe -Democrat      It    said. 
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among  other  things: 

"Charles  T.  'Tom'  Stevens,  the  first 
blind  director  of  the  Missouri  Bureau 
for  the  Blind— a  multimillion  dollar 
state  agency— was  fired  this  week  after 
an  investigation  into  alleged  mismanage- 
ment of  the  agency,  The  Globe-Democrat 
has  learned. 

"State  officials  refused  to  comment  on 
the  reason  for  the  firing.  However, 
sources  close  to  the  blind  community 
told  The  Globe-Democrat  that  Stevens 
favored  one  organization  for  the  blind 
people,  the  National  Federation  of  the 
Blind,  to  the  detriment  of  another  com- 
peting organization,  the  American  Coun- 
cil of  the  Blind." 

And  what  were  these  "sources  close  to 
the  blind  community"  to  which  the  St. 
Louis  Globe-Democrat  referred?  Later  in 
the  article  we  get  a  clue.  We  are  told 
that: 

"Fred  LUley,  an  official  with  the 
American  Council  of  the  Blind,  recounted 
an  incident  Tuesday  night  that  he  felt 
showed  poor  judgment  by  Stevens. 

"In  July  19  83,  Lilley  said,  Stevens 
allowed  his  employees  to  attend,  on 
state  time  and  using  state  travel  money, 
the  national  convention  of  the  National 
Federation  of  the  Blind. 

"Stevens  had  not  allowed  employees  to 
do  the  same  thing  in  1981  when  the  Amer- 
ican Council  of  the  Blind  had  a  conven- 
tion, Lilley  said." 

As  in  Idalio,  interesting  questions 
arise.  Although  Lilley  is  not  widely 
known  throughout  the  country,  he  is  the 
executive  director  of  the  Missouri  af- 
filiate   of    the   American   Council    of    the 


Blind.  Since  state  officials  (at  least, 
according  to  the  newspaper)  refuse  to 
comment  on  the  reason  for  Stevens'  dis- 
missal, how  did  their  "sources  close  to 
the  blind  community"  know  that  the  dis- 
missal had  anything  to  do  with  the  Na- 
tional Federation  of  the  Blind?  How  did 
it  come  about  that  no  member  of  the 
Federation  was  asked  to  comment  while 
Lilley  was  interviewed  and  quoted?  As 
more  of  the  pieces  fit  into  the  puzzle, 
these  will  doubtless  be  questions  the 
courts  will  want  to  probe,  especially  if 
Missouri  and  Idaho  prove  to  be  tips  of 
one  submerged  iceberg. 

In  Missouri  the  question  is  not  whe- 
ther Tom  Stevens  did  a  good  or  bad  job 
as  director.  The  nature  of  the  conduct 
of  state  officials  toward  him  and  a 
number  of  the  members  of  his  staff  makes 
the  matter  irrelevant.  Their  actions 
have  violated  the  most  basic  tenets  of 
decency  and  civilized  behavior.  A  prime 
example  is  the  hints  they  have  made  of 
sex  scandal,  possible  criminal  conduct, 
and  mysterious  gross  mismanagement. 
Apparently  it  was  felt  that  these  im- 
plied threats  would  browbeat  Stevens  and 
other  Federationists  into  silence,  but 
the  tactic  did  not  and  cannot  work. 
Even  if  Tom  Stevens  were  the  worst  ad- 
ministrator in  the  world  and  even  if 
every  whispered  rumor  were  true  (if  he 
were  a  thief,  a  sex  maniac,  a  rapist, 
and  a  murderer)  he  stUl  would  be  en- 
titled to  the  constitutional  protections 
of  due  process  of  law.  The  state  may 
not  subject  him  to  illegal  search  and 
seizure,  attempted  blackmail,  or  denial 
of  his  tights  of  free  speech  and  freedom 
of  association.  He  must  be  told  direct- 
ly (not  by  rumor)  the  nature  of  the 
charges  against  him,  and  he  must  be 
allowed   to  face  his  accusers.    Moreover, 
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the  state  must  come  with  clean  hands  — 
which  is  to  say  that  it  must  not  gather 
evidence  illegally.  Short  of  that,  the 
state  officials  have  simply  violated  the 
law. 

It  is  that  simple,  and  has  absolutely 
nothing  to  do  with  whether  Tom  Stevens 
was  a  good  or  a  bad  administrator.  His 
constitutional  rights  as  a  citizen  of 
the  United  States  were  grossly  and  fla- 
grantly violated.  This  seems  especially 
ironic  in  view  of  the  fact  that  he  was 
blinded  in  the  service  of  his  country- 
fighting  in  Vietnam,  supposedly  to  pro- 
tect the  values  of  the  society  that  sent 
him  there.  Presumably  those  values 
include  freedom  of  speech,  freedom  of 
association,  and  freedom  from  unreason- 
able search  and  seizure. 

Dottie  Neely  and  other  members  of  the 
staff  of  the  Bureau  for  the  Blind  were 
subjected  to  the  same  kind  of  treatment. 
Dottie  Neely  has  now  filed  a  lawsuit  for 
money  damages  against  the  state  offi- 
cials involved.  The  suit  is  filed 
against  them  not  only  in  their  capacity 
as  representatives  of  the  state  but 
personally.  Tom  Stevens  has  also  filed 
suit.  The  issues  involved  are  as  funda- 
mental as  the  right  of  blind  people  to 
live  as  free  citizens  in  the  United 
States. 

Later  in  this  issue  of  the  Monitor  the 
details  of  the  lawsuits  wUl  be  given, 
but  even  the  briefest  summary  is  suffi- 
cient to  arouse  moral  outrage  and  offend 
the  conscience.  Tom  Stevens  was  lured 
away  from  his  office  by  his  supervisor 
and  was  told  he  was  being  placed  on 
administrative  leave— no  notice,  no 
charges,  no  explanation,  and  no  dis- 
cussion. He  returned  to  his  office  to 
find  that  the  locks  were  being  changed. 
His    desk    was    broken    into,    not    by    the 


usual  kind  of  ordinary  criminal  but  by 
representatives  of  the  state.  His  pri- 
vate papers  and  letters  were  read.  His 
personal  effects  were  confiscated— no 
search  warrant,  no  explanation,  no  per- 
mission to  be  present  while  the  outrage 
was  being  committed. 

The  Bureau  staff  was  assembled  and 
told  by  the  "state  investigators"  that 
they  were  forbidden  to  discuss  with 
consumer  organizations  or  even  with  each 
other  what  had  occurred.  The  fact  that 
many  of  the  staff  (in  this  atmosphere  of 
intimidation  and  police  state  tactics) 
did  discuss  what  was  happening  is  a 
testimonial  to  the  progress  we  as  blind 
people  have  made.  We  can  no  longer  be 
whipped  into  line  or  beaten  into  slav- 
ery. Those  who  tried  the  tactics  in 
Missouri  have  probably  already  experi- 
enced restless  nights  and  second 
thoughts,  but  they  cannot  deny  or  undo 
what  they  have  done.  The  battle  is 
joined,  and  the  blind  of  the  nation  are 
not  likely  to  desist  until  the  scales 
are  balanced. 

Dottie  Neely  was  questioned  by  a  two- 
man  team,  one  of  them  a  former  police- 
man. She  is  a  single  parent  and  has  two 
small     children.  She      is     particularly 

vulnerable.  Not  only  does  she  face  the 
usual  discriminations  against  blind  peo- 
ple, but  also  the  problem  of  supporting 
her  children.  Yet,  she  had  the  courage 
to  speak  out  and  resist. 

She  was  questioned  about  her  member- 
ship in  the  Federation.  She  was  sub- 
jected to  humiliation,  being  told  that 
there  was  no  place  in  Missouri  govern- 
ment for  anybody  with  Federation  philo- 
sophy. She  says  she  was  even  criticized 
for  possessing  an  NTB  cane.  She  was 
left  with  the  clear  impression  that  she 
would    most    likely    be    fired.       She    re- 
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sponded  with  a  lawsuit.  She  has  not 
been  fired  and  is  now  receiving  more 
courteous      treatment.  Perhaps     these 

items  are  not  unrelated.  Perhaps  they 
drive  home  once  again  the  ancient  lesson 
that  bowing  the  knee  to  the  tyrant  never 
pays,  regardless  of  how  tempting  it  may 
appear  at  the  moment.  Our  often  re- 
peated statement  is  no  cliche':  No  one 
will  give  us  our  liberty.  If  we  want 
it,  we  must  take  it. 

Tom  Stevens'  lawyer  was  given  a  so- 
called  "Investigative  Report,"  which  is 
so  absurd  as  to  be  unbelievable.  It 
charges  that  the  National  Federation  of 
the  Blind  is  so  militant  that  it  sells 
aids  and  appliances  for  the  blind.  It 
says  that  the  Missouri  Bureau  for  the 
Blind  purchased  training  services  from  a 
private  rehabilitation  center  in  St. 
Louis  which  is  captive  to  the  Jews  and 
which  is  run  by  an  immigrant  from  India. 
The  document  is  racist,  illogical,  and 
grossly  insulting  to  the  organized 
blind.  It  is  also  an  effront  to  every 
self-respecting  citizen  of  the  state  of 
Missouri  and  of  the  entire  nation. 

Our  Missouri  state  convention  was  held 
during  the  weekend  of  March  31.  The 
Lieutenant  Governor  of  the  state  made  an 
appearance.  He      said,      among     other 

things,  that  he  deplored  the  gestapo 
tactics  which  had  been  used.  He  is, 
incidentally,  a  candidate  for  Governor. 
As  the  facts  unfold,  one  can  expect  a 
rising  tide  of  anger  and  resentment 
against  the  Missouri  state  officials  who 
either  instigated  the  recent  outrage  or 
were  manipulated  into  being  tools  for 
the  real  instigators. 

As  has  already  been  said,  the  Missouri 
occurrences  are  so  vulgarly  gross  and 
heinous  that  it  is  totally  irrelevant  as 
to  whether  Tom  Stevens  was  a  good  admin- 


istrator or  a  bad  one.  In  fact,  the 
lawsuit  does  not  even  ask  for  his  rein- 
statement. The  questions  go  far  beyond 
administrative  competence  or  perform- 
ance. They  deal  with  human  dignity  and 
the  right  to  be  free.  They  deal  with 
first-class  citizenship.  They  deal  with 
the  determination  of  the  blind  to  live 
as  self-respecting  human  beings  in  a 
society  where  their  constitutional 
rights  are  respected. 

The  battle  in  Idaho  and  Missouri  will 
be  costly  and  bitter.  Already  in  Mis- 
souri state  officials  (in  apparent  re- 
taliation for  Stevens'  presumption  in 
daring  to  file  a  lawsuit  against  them) 
have  countersued,  accusing  Stevens  of 
complicity  in  the  loss  of  missing  vend- 
ing machines.  The  courts  are  not  meant 
for  temper  tantrums.  This  lawsuit,  like 
their  other  actions,  has  every  prospect 
of  backfiring  and  working  against  them. 

Yes,  the  road  stretches  far  ahead,  but 
what  at  first  appeared  in  both  Missouri 
and  Idaho  to  be  a  terrible  loss  may 
prove  to  be  the  greatest  opportunity  the 
organized  blind  have  ever  had.  For  once 
the  issues  are  not  shadowy  or  subtle. 
They  are  clearly  drawn.  Regardless  of 
any  present  or  past  affiliation  or  loy- 
alty, surely  any  blind  person  who  learns 
of  what  has  happened  in  Missouri  and 
Idaho,  any  blind  person  who  has  the 
ability  to  think  and  reason,  any  blind 
person  who  has  self-respect  and  concern 
for  the  future  will  stand  forth  to  be 
counted.  The  time  is  now,  and  the  cause 
is  compelling  and  just.  We  can  win  in 
both  Idaho  and  Missouri,  and  we  intend 
to  win.  In  the  battle  which  has  now 
been  joined  we  will  establish  new  prece- 
dents in  the  courts,  erect  safeguards  to 
our  freedom,  and  emerge  with  more  vital- 
ity   and    strength   and   zest  than  we  have 
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ever  known. 

It  is  said  that  during  the  Second 
World  War,  when  the  German  armies  had 
rolled  across  Europe  and  ground  the 
continent  under  their  heel,  they  began 
to  find  so  much  rebellion  and  resistance 
that    they    felt   more    like   prisoners    than 
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conquerors.  They  jumped  at  shadows  and 
hunted  for  ways  to  extricate  themselves. 
Over  and  over  the  saying  was  heard,  "The 
flies  have  conquered  the  fly  paper."  An 
ancient  proverb  says:  A  nettle  firmly 
grasped  is  a  weapon  with  which  to  beat 
your  enemy. 


MISSOURI  STATE  SERVICES  IN  TURMOIL: 
CHAOS  AT  THE  BUREAU  FOR  THE  BLIND 

by  Gary  Wunder 


(Note:       The    following    remarks   were 
delivered    by    Gary   Wunder,    who     is    the 
immediate  past  President  of   the  Missouri 
affiliate,    at    the    state    convention    dur- 
ing the  weekend  of  March  31,  19  84.    Far 
from  discouraging  attendance  or  dampen- 
ing   spirits,    the    recent   events   occurring 
at    the   Bureau    for   the   Blind    seemed    to 
have    the    exact   opposite   effect.      Presi- 
dent   Billie   Weaver    presided    with    firm- 
ness   and    skUl,    and    there    was    an    all- 
pervasive    sense    of    purpose    and    vitality 
throughout    the  membership.      Attendance 
was    up,    and  many  who  had  hesitated    to 
join    in    the  past  or  who   had    joined    in 
name  only  made  public  and   firm  commit- 
ment.     As   Gary  Wunder's    remarks    indi- 
cate,   it    is    clear    that    the    challenge    to 
the    blind    of  Missouri  will    be  met,    and 
met  with  determination.) 

Personal  mail  snatched  from  a  state 
employee;  the  desk  of  the  Director  of 
the  Missouri  Bureau  for  the  Blind 
searched  without  his  knowledge  or  con- 
sent,   and    private  material    removed    and 


secreted;  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  for 
the  Blind  encouraged  to  leave  his  of- 
fice, and  in  his  absence  all  of  the 
locks  changed;  persons  told  they  may  not 
belong  to  the  National  Federation  of  the 
Blind  and  keep  their  state  employment; 
the  mere  possession  of  an  NFB  cane 
charged  as  grounds  for  dismissal;  Bureau 
employees  told  they  may  not  discuss 
matters  involving  services  to  the  blind 
and  the  National  Federation  of  the 
Blind.  It  sounds  bizarre.  It  couldn't 
happen    in  a  free  society— it  happened   in 

Missouri. 

Tom  Stevens,  a  totally  blind  veteran, 
became  the  first  blind  man  ever  to  di- 
rect the  Missouri  Bureau  for  the  Blind, 
Division  of  Family  Services.  Tom  served 
in  the  armed  forces  of  the  United 
States.  He  served  twice  in  Vietnam,  was 
wounded  in  action,  and  was  decorated  for 
bravery  on  several  occasions.  A  native 
Missourian,  Tom  returned  with  a  medical 
discharge  because  of  blindness  and  com- 
pleted a  master's  degree  at  Southwest 
Missouri     State    University.        With     this 
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background,  he  applied  for  the  director- 
ship of  the  Bureau  for  the  Blind.  He 
was  placed  at  the  top  of  the  register 
and  was  clearly  in  line  for  the  job. 
Then,  through  political  maneuvers,  the 
register  for  this  job  was  abolished,  and 
in  its  place  the  job  was  made  one  for 
political  appointment.  Undaunted,  Tom 
Stevens  sought  appointment  to  this  job 
and,  with  his  excellent  qualifications, 
received  the  highest  recommendation. 
This  appointment  was  largely  assured 
through  the  efforts  of  the  Organized 
Blind,  who  mobilized  to  assist  in  bring- 
ing the  qualifications  of  Tom  Stevens  to 
the  attention  of  the  Governor  and  other 
political  officials. 

Tom  Stevens    served   as  Director  of  the 
Missouri    Bureau    for    the    Blind    for    four 
and   one-half  years,  providing   innovative 
and    imaginative  leadership  for  the  Agen- 
cy.    New   programs  were  established,  and 
new    techniques  were    implemented    in  the 
programs    which    were    already     in    exist- 
ence.     An  outreach   and   public    relations 
program    was    established,     including    the 
production   of    a    videotape   demonstrating 
the    abilities    of    blind    people.      Orienta- 
tion    and     adjustment    services     received 
new    emphasis    throu^    residential    reha- 
bilitation   programs.       Greater    efforts    in 
advocacy  were  made.     In  cooperation  with 
the  Division  of   Insurance,  a  program  was 
initiated     to     insure     that    discrimination 
in    the    sale    of    insurance    to    the    blind 
did  not  occur    in  Missouri.      In   addition, 
the      vending      program      received     much 
greater    emphasis.       The    Bureau    for    the 
Blind    sought    the    opportunity    to    estab- 
lish      vending        facilities       with      much 
greater  vigor  than  in  the  past. 

Consider,  as  an  example,  the  new  Tru- 
man State  Office  Building  in  Jefferson 
City.       Plans   were   made    to    establish    a 


cafeteria   outside    the   Randolph-Sheppard 
Vending     Facilities     Program.         A     blind 
person  would  not  be  given  the  opportun- 
ity   to    operate    the    cafeteria.      Although 
this    was    a    violation    of   Missouri    State 
Law,  Walter    Johnson,   head    of    the  Divi- 
sion    of    Design     and    Construction,    had 
decided     (without    input    or    advice    from 
the   Bureau    for    the   Blind)    that   a   blind 
person    could    not  manage    a    cafeteria   of 
this    kind.       This    decision    would    have 
been     regarded    as    a    fait    accompli,    but 
Tom    Stevens    knew     otherwise.        In    his 
capacity     as    head     of     the    Bureau,    Tom 
brought  pressure    to  bear,   informed  blind 
vendors    of     the    plan     to    eliminate     the 
blind    from    this   new    state   office    build- 
ing,  met    personally    with    the    Lieutenant 
Governor    and    ranking    lawmakers    in    the 
Missouri  House    and    Senate,    and    got   the 
plan     changed.        For     the     first    time     in 
memory,    the    Bureau    for    the    Blind    was 
actively     serving     as     an     advocate     for 
blind  persons  and  programs. 

On  February  1,  19  84,  this  all  changed. 
Tom  Stevens  (the  active,  enthusiastic, 
and  progressive  Director  of  the  Bureau) 
was  suspended.  The  circumstances  of 
this  suspension  are  most  revealing. 
They  show  an  active,  concerted  aim  to 
intimidate  Tom  Stevens  and  other  members 
of  the  National  Federation  of  the  Blind. 
They  show  intent  to  penalize  the  Nation- 
al Federation  of  the  Blind  for  speaking 
out  and  asserting  the  rights  of  blind 
persons. 

On  the  morning  of  February  1,  Tom 
Stevens  was  called  to  the  office  of 
Joseph  J.  O'Hara,  Director  of  the  Divi- 
sion of  Family  Services.  Without  cere- 
mony or  discussion,  Tom  was  informed 
that  he  was  suspended.  It  was  alleged 
this  was  being  done  for  his  protection 
as   a   result  of  an   investigation  begun   in 
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October.  This  was  the  first  time  Tom 
had  known  of  any  investigation  into  his 
performance  as  Director  of  the  Bureau 
for  the  Blind.  He  was  not  given  an 
opportunity  to  discuss  the  matter  and 
was  not  told  of  the  charges  which  had 
caused  the  investigation.  In  fact,  he 
was  taken  completely  by  surprise  by  this 
extraordinary  procedure.  Tom  Stevens 
was  charged  with  wrongdoing  without  his 
knowledge.  The  charges  were  reviewed  by 
Joseph  O'Hara,  and  Tom  Stevens  was  found 
to  be  at  fault— and  all  of  this  without 
the  matters  ever  even  having  been  pre- 
sented to  Tom  for  comment.  The  secrecy 
of  the  procedure  and  the  absence  of  any 
discussion  demonstrate  the  intent  behind 
the  action.  It  was  not  the  purpose  of 
Joseph  O'Hara  to  examine  dispassionately 
the  programs  of  service  to  the  blind  of 
Missouri.  Rather,  Joseph  O'Hara  had 
decided  to  dismiss  Tom  Stevens  for  his 
activities  in  speaking  out  on  behalf  of 
the  blind  and  for  his  membership  in  the 
National  Federation  of  the  Blind. 
Apparently  it  was  planned  in  advance, 
and  at  the  meeting  on  February  1  the 
plan  was  put  into  effect. 

While  this  meeting  was  in  progress  and 
Tom  Stevens  was  away  from  his  office, 
persons  identifying  themselves  as 
"investigators"  opened  his  locked  desk, 
rummaged  through  his  personal  possess- 
ions, and  removed  a  number  of  his  docu- 
ments and  other  materials.  When  Tom 
returned  to  his  office,  he  discovered 
these  "investigators"  engaged  in  the 
search.  He  was  given  no  advance  warning 
and  no  indication  that  a  search  of  his 
private  materials  would  be  conducted. 
Neither  was  he  given  a  list  of  those 
personal  items  taken  from  his  desk. 

On    the    afternoon   of  Tom's   dismissal, 
employees    of    the    Bureau    for    the    Blind 


were  gathered  together  and  told  the 
Director  had  been  placed  on  administra- 
tive leave  as  a  result  of  an  investiga- 
tion in  which  mismanagement  of  the  agen- 
cy was  discovered.  Employees  were  told 
not  to  discuss  these  events  with  con- 
sumer groups,  service  providers,  or  even 
among  themselves.  This  order  was  also 
given  to  Tom  Stevens  in  his  meeting  with 
O'Hara. 

In  the  week  following  the  administra- 
tive leave  caper,  Stevens  was  again 
summoned  to  O'Hara's  office  and  fired. 
A  document,  allegedly  drafted  by  a  team 
of  four  investigators,  was  presented  at 
that  time,  and  some  of  the  charges  con- 
tained in  that  document  are  deserving  of 
comment. 

Tom  Stevens  is  charged  with  causing 
the  NFB  to  receive  over  ^4,000  throu^ 
the  purchase  of  canes.  It  is  suggested 
that  canes  such  as  those  the  NFB  markets 
can  be  purchased  elsewhere,  the  only 
difference  being  that  NFB  canes  come  in 
lengths  of  odd  numbered  inches,  while 
those  from  other  suppliers  come  in 
lengths  of  even  numbered  inches.  Dura- 
bility, weight,  flexibility,  cost,  and 
other  considerations  are  not  discussed. 
The  fact  is  that  the  NFB  is  the  sole 
source  for  purchase  of  the  hollow  flexi- 
ble fiberglass  cane  which  the  Federation 
manufactures  and  sells— and,  incident- 
ally, at  a  more  reasonable  price  than 
other,  less  effective  canes.  The  report 
takes  issue  with  the  fact  that  no  con- 
tract exists  between  the  state  of  Mis- 
souri and  the  NFB.  The  NFB  does  not 
enter  into  contracts  with  state  agencies 
(or  anyone  else)  for  the  purchase  of 
canes.  Canes  are  sent  when  an  order  is 
accompanied  by  a  purchase  order  or  pay- 
ment. Those  who  want  to  buy  canes  under 
these  conditions  buy  them,  and  those  who 
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do  not  do  not.  The  cane  is  available 
from  no  other  source  and  under  no  other 
condition. 

Tom  Stevens  is  charged  with  being  a 
member  of  the  National  Federation  of  the 
Blind— an  organization  which,  according 
to  this  report,  is  the  most  radical  and 
militant  of  the  blind  groups  up  to  and 
including  active  support  of  various 
partisan  legislation  and  also  the  sale 
of  various  authorized  products  for  the 
blind.  The  Federation  is  not  charged 
with  having  members  who  occasionally  eat 
eggs  for  breakfast  or  who  wear  shoes  on 
both  feet— but  the  things  that  are 
charged  are  equally  absurd.  Tom  Stevens 
is  charged  with  sending  out  to  lawmakers 
thirty-four  letters  which  concern  them- 
selves primarily  with  program  funding  of 
services  to  the  blind.  By  stating  that 
Stevens  sent  over  fifty  letters  at  state 
expense  and  on  state  time,  the  report 
refers  to  the  recent  GSA  controversy 
involving  the  attempt  of  fast  food 
chains  to  violate  federal  law  by  ousting 
the  blind  from  the  management  of  food 
service  operations  in  federal  buildings. 
If  Tom  Stevens  had  not  written  such 
letters  and  done  everything  else  that  he 
could  to  prevent  this  illegal  takeover, 
he  would  have  been  guilty  of  gross  neg- 
ligence. 

Tom  is  charged  with  organizing  an 
activity  the  NFB  called  its  March  on 
Jefferson  City.  Some  of  us  find  this 
amusing  since  Tom  had  come  to  the  NFB 
state  convention  asking  for  a  donation 
of  money  to  the  Bureau.  This  we  denied. 
We  did  so  believing  it  unwise  to  fund 
programs  which  were,  by  state  law,  the 
responsibility  for  the  state  of  Mis- 
souri. Believing,  however,  that  the 
need  for  money  was  real,  we  decided  to 
take  our   case   to   the   legislature,  and   so 


organized  the  March.  Since  part  of  our 
strategy  was  to  contact  several  of  Tom's 
supervisors,  he  made  a  point  of  not 
participating  in  the  March,  though  there 
can  be  little  doubt  he  appreciated  the 
support  for  the  Agency. 

Another  charge  leveled  against  Tom  is 
that,  in  the  course  of  speaking  engage- 
ments for  the  Bureau  for  the  Blind,  he 
returned  donations  which  he  received. 
He  did  this  because  if  such  donations 
were  made  in  the  name  of  the  Bureau, 
there  was  no  way  they  could  be  given  to 
the  program.  All  donations  to  the  state 
of  Missouri  (even  those  specifically 
designated  for  the  Bureau  for  the  Blind) 
go  to  the  general  fund  in  the  state 
treasury  and  do  not  increase  the  money 
available  to  the  Bureau.  In  several 
cases  Tom  returned  donations  to  the 
sender,  suggesting  that  they  be  directed 
to  his  favorite  charity.  In  view  of  the 
fact  that  most  organizations  to  which  he 
spoke  would  gladly  have  given  him  these 
donations  personally  as  an  honorarium, 
it  seems  appropriate  (and  even  admir- 
able) that  he  would  take  the  actions  he 
did.  It  is  interesting  to  note  that  the 
report  comments  on  Tom's  winning  of  ^5  00 
in  Kansas  City  and  says  that  this  money 
was  not  returned.  Tom  was  one  of  four 
persons  winning  awards  for  recruiting 
Associates  for  the  NFB. 

Tom  is  charged  with  hiring  unqualified 
persons,  based  on  their  membership  in 
the  National  Federation  of  the  Blind.  A 
number  of  these  people  are  said  to  be 
totally  unqualified  for  the  jobs  for 
which  they  were  hired.  Nick  and  Debbie 
Whitney  were  mentioned  by  name,  and  they 
have  joined  Tom  in  bringing  a  lawsuit, 
which  wUl  put  to  the  test  the  ground- 
less allegations. 

Thou^  Tom  Stevens  has  been  the  pri- 
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niary  target  of  the  charges  by  state 
officials,  he  is  by  no  means  the  only 
Federationist  to  be  interrogated  by  the 
so-called  "investigators."  Dotty  Neely, 
a  Rehabilitation  Teacher  in  Sikeston, 
was  met  by  an  investigative  team  several 
weeks  after  Tom's  firing.  She  was  told 
she  had  been  hired  simply  because  she 
was  a  member  of  the  NFB  and  a  friend  of 
Tom  Stevens,  that  she  was  unqualified  to 
hold  her  present  job,  that  persons  in  a 
position  to  hire  should  have  rejected 
her  when  she  came  to  the  interview  car- 
rying an  NFB  cane  since  this  shows  one 
to  be  a  believer  in  the  NFB  philosophy, 
and  there  is  no  place  in  a  state  agency 
in  Missouri  for  anybody  believing  in  the 
NFB  philosophy.  And  what  is  this  NFB 
philosophy,  this  wicked  belief,  this  sin 
which  bars  one  from  employment?  Stated 
in  its  simplest  form,  the  philosophy  of 
the  National  Federation  of  the  Blind  is 
that  it  is  respectable  to  be  blind— that 
the  blind  can  compete  on  terms  of  equal- 
ity with  others  and  that  the  blind  de- 
serve first-class  citizenship. 

Prior  to  the  investigators'  making 
these  ridiculous  statements,  Dottie 
Neely  was  asked  whether  she  held  member- 
ship in  the  NFB  (a  strange  question 
assuming  one  can  tell  by  the  cane).  She 
was  told  she  could  not  contact  members 
of  Congress  without  the  consent  of  her 
superiors,  even  if  this  contact  was  made 
on  her  own  time.  She  was  told  permis- 
sion must  be  sought  and  granted  if  she 
wished  to  attend  NFB  conventions  or 
meetings  since  she  would  be  seen  as  a 
representative     of     the     Bureau     for     the 


Blind. 

The  fact  tl>at  Dottie  Neely  has  filed  a 
lawsuit  in  federal  court  because  of  the 
violation  of  her  constitutional  rights 
probably  explains  why  she  has  not  been 
fired.  It  also  clearly  indicates  what 
the  rest  of  us  must  do  if  we  are  to  be 
allowed  to  work  and  live  as  free  citi- 
zens. It  does  not  help  to  cringe  or  run 
from  the  bully.  As  things  now  stand, 
two  lawsuits  have  been  filed  against 
officials  of  the  state  of  Missouri. 
Money  damages  are  being  souglit  from 
these  people,  not  simply  in  their  capac- 
ities as  state  officials  but  also  per- 
sonally. Whether  improper  outside  in- 
fluence has  been  brought  to  bear  on 
state  officials,  whether  there  has  been 
conspiracy,  whether  what  has  been  hap- 
pening in  Idaho  is  related  to  the  Mis- 
souri episode,  whether  the  traU  leads 
to  New  York  City  and  possibly  involves 
certain  federal  officials  as  well,  and 
whether  representatives  of  another 
organization  claiming  to  represent  blind 
persons  are  implicated  are  questions  yet 
to  be  determined;  but  rest  assured  that 
every  effort  will  be  made  to  see  that 
they  are  determined.  The  people  who 
have  engaged  in  this  outrageous  conduct 
wUl  yet  learn  that  the  blind  are  now 
well  enou^  organized  and  strong  enough 
to  protect  themselves  against  police 
state  tactics,  intimidation,  and  illegal 
search  and  seizure.  There  is  no  way  to 
have  liberty  except  by  having  the  will 
and  determination  to  defend  it.  This  is 
why  we  have  a  National  Federation  of  the 
Blind. 
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LAWSUIT 

COMPLAINT  FILED  IN  FEDERAL  COURT 

BY  TOM  STEVENS  AND  OTHERS 


Complaint 

Civil  No.  84-0660-C  (3) 

In     the    United    States    District    Court 
for  the  Eastern  District  of  Missouri 

Nicholas  E.  Whitney,  Deborah  L.  Whit- 
ney, Charles  T.  Stevens,  Susan  Weaver, 
PLAINTIFFS 


Joseph  J.  O'Hara,  Larry  Kendrick, 
William  Rapps,  Joseph  A.  Derque  III,  Bob 
Spence,  Richard  P.  Easter,  Richard  J. 
Frank,  individually  and  in  their  offi- 
cial capacity  as  officers  of  the  State 
of  Missouri,  DEFENDANTS 

1.  The  jurisdiction  of  this  court  is 
based  on  28  U.S.C.  Sees.  1331  and 
13  43(3)  as  to  the  federal  claims  of 
plaintiffs  Nicholas  and  Deborah  Whitney 
and  Tom  Stevens.  Jurisdiction  over  the 
claim  of  plaintiff  Susan  Weaver  is  based 
on  28  U.S.C.  Sec.  1332  and  exceeds  ten 
thousand  dollars  in  amount.  Plaintiffs 
seek  declaratory  relief  pursuant  to  28 
U.S.C.  Sec.  2201.  Plaintiffs  seek  dam- 
ages and  reasonable  attorney  fees  under 
42  U.S.C.  Sees.  19  83  and  19  88.  Plain- 
tiffs invoke  the  pendant  jurisdiction  of 
this  court  as  to  the  Second,  Fifth, 
Seventh  and  Eighth  Claims. 

2.  Plaintiffs  Nicholas  E.  and  Deborah 
L.  Whitney    are  man  and  wife   and   reside 


at  3801  Childress  Avenue,  St.  Louis, 
Missouri.  Both  plaintiffs  Whitney  are 
blind. 

3.  Plaintiff  Charles  T.  (Tom)  Stevens 
resides  with  his  wife  at  1203  Fairview 
Road,  Columbia,  Missouri.  Plaintiff 
Stevens  was  appointed  deputy  director, 
Missouri  Division  of  Family  Services, 
Bureau  for  the  Blind,  on  October  4,  19  79 
and  served  in  that  capacity  untU  Feb- 
ruary 1,  19  84  when  he  was  advised  by 
defendant  O'Hara  that  he  was  being 
placed  on  administrative  leave  (Exhibit 
One  of  this  complaint).  Plaintiff 
Stevens'  employment  was  terminated  by 
defendant  O'Hara  on  February  6,  19  84.  A 
brief  resume  on  plaintiff  Stevens  is 
attached  as  Exhibit  Two  of  this  com- 
plaint. 

4.  Plaintiff  Susan  Weaver  is  a  resi- 
dent of  Georgia  whose  address  is  115 
Mansfield  Court,  Athens,  Georgia. 

5.  Defendant  Joseph  J.  O'Hara  is 
director  of  the  Division  of  Family  Serv- 
ices of  the  Missouri  Department  of  So- 
cial Services. 

6.  Defendant  Larry  Kendrick  is  general 
counsel  of  the  Missouri  Department  of 
Social  Services. 

7.  Defendant  William  Rapps  is  assist- 
ant general  counsel  in  the  Missouri 
Department  of  Social  Services. 

8.  Defendants  Joseph  A.  Derque  III, 
Bob  Spence,  Richard  P.  Easter  and 
Richard  F.  Frank  are  an  attorney  at  law, 
special    agent    in    charge,    senior    special 
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agent  and  special  agent  in  the  Missouri 
Department  of  Social  Services.  At  the 
request  of  defendant  O'Hara  and  subject 
to  the  direction  of  defendants  Kendrick 
and  Rapp,  defendants  Derque,  Easter, 
Spence  and  Frank  prepared  a  "Report  of 
Investigation"  on  plaintiff  Tom  Stevens 
which  on  information  and  belief  was 
published  in  February  19  84  (hereafter 
Stevens  Investigative  Report). 

FIRST  CLAIM 

9.  Plaintiffs  Nicholas  and  Deborah 
Whitney  are  informed  and  believe  that 
defendants,  acting  under  color  of  state 
law,  have  made  inquiries  concerning 
whether  they  are  members  in  the  National 
Federation  of  the  Blind,  a  lawful  pri- 
vate association,  in  violation  of  plain- 
tiffs' rights  of  private  association 
secured  by  the  First  and  Fourteenth 
Amendments  of  the  United  States  Consti- 
tution, and  in  disregard  of  established 
precedents  of  the  United  States  Supreme 
Court. 

10.  Plaintiffs  Nicholas  and  Deborah 
Whitney  assert  standing  on  behalf  of 
themselves  and  all  other  Missourians, 
blind  and  sighted,  whose  rights  to  pri- 
vate association  are  chilled  by  the 
continuing  unlawful  investigation  of 
defendants  into  the  lawful  private  asso- 
ciation of  persons  in  Missouri  chapters 
of  the  National  Federation  of  the  Blind. 

SECOMD  CLAIM 

11.  Arising  out  of  a  common  nucleus  of 
operative  facts  of  plaintiffs  Whitneys' 
First  Claim  and  pendant  thereto,  plain- 
tiffs Whitney  allege  that  defendants 
falsely  published  that  they  were  "to- 
tally unqualified"   for  employment  by  the 


Missouri  Bureau  for  the  Blind  and  that 
they  had  been  hired  by  plaintiff  Stevens 
"based  not  on  qualifications,  but  on  NFB 
membership,  association,  philosophy  or 
favoritism."  Stevens  Investigative  Re- 
port, Allegation  2(C)  at  4  (unnumbered). 
As  a  proximate  result  of  defendants' 
false  statements  based  upon  an  inade- 
quate and  negligendy  conducted  investi- 
gation or,  alternatively,  upon  a  reck- 
less disregard  by  defendants  for  the 
falsity  of  their  statements,  plaintiffs 
Whitney  have  been  subjected  to  scorn, 
derision  and  ridicule  in  their  commun- 
ity. The  false  statements  of  defendants 
have  injured  the  reputations  of  plain- 
tiffs Whitney  in  their  business,  profes- 
sion or  calling. 

THIRD  CLAIM 

12.  Plaintiff  Stevens  is  informed  and 
believes  that  defendants,  acting  under 
color  of  state  law,  have  made  inquiries 
concerning  whether  he  is  a  member  of  the 
National  Federation  of  the  Blind,  a 
lawful  private  association,  in  violation 
of  plaintiff's  rights  of  private  associ- 
ation secured  by  the  First  and  Four- 
teenth Amendments  of  the  United  States 
Constitution  and  in  disregard  of  estab- 
lished precedents  of  the  United  States 
Supreme  Court. 

13.  The  defendants  have  falsely 
charged  plaintiff  Stevens  with  "extreme 
favoritism  in  regard  to  one  specific 
blind  group,  that  being  the  National 
Federation  of  the  Blind."  Stevens 
Investigative  Report  at  1,  par.  2  (un- 
numbered) See  also  id.,  Allegation  2(A) 
at  5  (unnumbered).  Defendants  acted 
under  color  of  state  law  and  thereby 
intended  (a)  to  penalize  plaintiff 
Stevens      for     exercising     constitutionally 
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protected  rights  of  private  association 
and  (b)  to  discourage  other  Missourians 
from  exercising  constitutionally  pro- 
tected rights  of  private  association 
through  membership  in  the  National  Fed- 
eration of  the  Blind. 

14.  Defendants,  acting  under  color  of 
state  law,  have  published  a  statement 
charging  the 

...  National  Federation  of  the  Blind 
is  the  most  radical  and  militant  of  the 
Blind  groups,  up  to  and  including  active 
support  of  various  partisan  legislation 
and  also  including  the  sale  of  various 
authorized  products  for  the  blind. 
Stevens  Investigative  Report,  Allegation 
2(A)  at  5   (unnumbered). 

The  intended  and  reasonably  forseeable 
effect  of  the  above  charge  is  to  penal- 
ize, discourage  and  chill  constitution- 
ally protected  rights  of  private  asso- 
ciation by  plaintiff  Stevens  and  others. 

15.  With  respect  to  defendants'  alle- 
gation that  Plaintiff  Stevens  sent  "NFB 
literature  to  BOB  clients  on  state  let- 
terhead at  state  expense,"  Stevens  In- 
vestigative Report,  Allegation  2(H)  at  7 
(unnumbered),  plaintiff  alleges  that 
such  dissemination  did  occasionally  take 
place  and  was  both  professionally  appro- 
priate and  constitutionally  protected. 
Plaintiff  Stevens  additionally  distrib- 
uted matter  to  BOB  clients  from  many 
other  sources  including  other  organiza- 
tions for  the  blind.  The  most  frequent 
external  dissemination  by  plaintiff 
Stevens  of  NFB  material  (on  the  order  of 
two  or  three  per  month)  was  of  an  NFB 
newsletter  for  parents  of  blind  child- 
ren, Future  Reflections.  Plaintiff 
Stevens  would  estimate  that  NFB  material 


would  constitute  no  more  than  three  to 
five  percent  of  the  literature  or  mater- 
ial he  has  distributed  to  persons  out- 
side the  Bureau  for  the  Blind  at  state 
expense. 

16.  To  the  extent  that  Allegation  2(H) 
of  the  Stevens  Investigative  Report 
evidences  a  Missouri  state  policy  dis- 
favoring or  disapproving  the  circulation 
of  NFB  material  by  the  director  of  the 
Missouri  Bureau  for  the  Blind,  plaintiff 
Stevens  alleges  that  Missouri  policy 
suppressing  NFB  material  because  of  its 
content  and  source  is  a  prior  restraint 
and  is  inconsistent  with  the  Speech 
Clause  of  the  First  and  Fourteenth 
Amendments  of  the  Constitution. 

17.  Defendants  have  alleged  that 
plaintiff  Stevens  was  responsible  for 
"purchasing  the  NFB  newsletter  at  state 
expense  for  BOB  clientele."  Stevens 
Investigative  Report,  Allegation  2(H)  at 
7  (unnumbered).  Plaintiff  Stevens  al- 
leges that  the  aforesaid  purchases  were 
professionally  appropriate  and  constitu- 
tionally protected. 

18.  To  the  extent  that  Allegation  2(H) 
of  the  Stevens  Investigative  Report 
evidences  a  Missouri  state  policy  dis- 
favoring or  disapproving  the  purchase  or 
dissemination  of  NFB  material  by  the 
Missouri  Bureau  for  the  Bind,  that  poli- 
cy lacks  content  neutrality  and  consti- 
tutes policy  a  prior  restraint  incon- 
sistent with  the  Speech  Clause  of  the 
First  and  Fourteenth  Amendments. 

19.  Defendants,  acting  under  color  of 
state  law,  and  without  the  knowledge  or 
consent  of  plaintiff  Stevens,  and  with- 
out a  search  warrant,  caused  plaintiff 
Stevens'  locked  desk  drawer  at  the  Bu- 
reau of  the  Blind  to  be  opened  and  ran- 
sacked in  violation  of  his  constitution- 
ally secured  rights. 
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FOURTH  CLAIM 
20.  Defendants  have  charged: 

B,  During  his  tenure  as  director  of 
the  Bureau,  there  have  been  at  least  3  4 
documented  instances  of  Charles  T. 
Stevens  directly  soliciting  support  from 
various  federal  congressmen  and  state 
legislators  in  regard  to  items  of  legis- 
lation, most  of  them  dealing  with  pro- 
gram funding,  budgeting  and/or  appro- 
priations for  program  support.  This  is 
the  direct  result  of  Stevens'  political 
involvement  with  the  National  Federation 
of  the  Blind.  To  our  knowledge,  no 
director  of  the  Department  of  Social 
Services  or  the  Division  of  Family  Serv- 
ices gave  permission  for  any  such  legis- 
lative activity  nor  was  any  director  of 
DOSS  or  DFS  ever  informed  that  such 
legislative  activity  was  taking  place. 
The  most  recent  activity  involved  seek- 
ing support  for  an  item  of  Federal  leg- 
islation. Stevens  sent  a  mailing  of  no 
less  than  5  0  letters  and  documents  to 
various  federal  representatives  and  sen- 
ators to  include  Eagleton  and  Danforth. 
In  addition,  Stevens'  letter,  on  DOSS 
letterhead,  was  dictated  directly  to  a 
secretary  telephonically  by  Kenneth 
Jemigan,  President  of  the  NFB. 

Throughout  these  3  4  documented  inci- 
dents all  work  was  done  by  state  employ- 
ees, on  state  time,  with  state  property 
and  stationary,  and  at  state  expense. 
Stevens  represented  himself  in  his  offi- 
cial capacity  as  Deputy  Director  of  the 
Bureau  for  the  Blind.  In  addition  there 
are  perhaps  ten  to  twelve  inter-office 
communications  or  memos  directing 
employees  to  engage  in  legislative  ac- 
tivity. Charles  T.  Stevens  is  the  only 
member  of   the  Bureau  for  the  Blind  who 


is  a  registered  lobbyist.  It  is  clear 
from  these  IOC's  that  not  only  did  Mr. 
Stevens  suggest  to  employees  that,  in 
their  official  capacity  as  members  of 
the  Bureau  for  the  Blind,  they  engage  in 
legislative  lobbying  activity  but  in 
some  cases  expected  them  to  do  so  as 
part  of  their  employment.  Stevens 
Investigative  Report,  Allegation  2(B)  at 
5   (unnumbered). 

21.  Plaintiff  Stevens  alleges  that  his 
dissemination  of  information  to  members 
of  the  United  States  Congress  and  the 
Missouri  legislature  regarding  legisla- 
tion affecting  the  blind  was  both  pro- 
fessionally appropriate  and  lawful. 
Plaintiff  Stevens'  efforts  to  apprise 
federal  and  state  legislators  of  the 
problems  of  the  blind  and  the  effective- 
ness of  various  publicly  supported  pro- 
grams serves  compelling  legislative  in- 
terests in  access  to  complete  informa- 
tion from  the  agencies  which  implement 
public  policy.  Such  communication  is 
protected  by,  or  at  the  very  least, 
substantially  advances  the  policies 
which  underlie  the  Privileges  and  Immun- 
ities Clause  of  Article  IV,  Section  2. 

11.  The  Missouri  Bureau  for  the  Blind, 
along  with  state  agencies  for  the  blind 
in  other  states,  funds  the  Council  of 
State  Administrators  for  Vocational  Re- 
habilitation (CSAVR)  and  the  National 
Council  of  State  Agencies  for  the  Blind 
(NCSAB).  Both  CSAVR  and  NCSAB  provide 
timely  information  to  administrators  of 
state  agencies  involved  in  vocational 
rehabilitation.  Both  CSAVR  and  NCSAB 
present  information  affecting  rehabili- 
tation and  the  blind  to  members  of  Con- 
gress and  urge  the  passage  or  defeat  of 
legislation  in  the  interests  of  the 
state     agencies     and     the     constituencies 
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the  state  agencies  serve.  Plaintiff 
Stevens'  federal  legislative  communica- 
tions have  often  gone  no  further  than  to 
respond  to  requests  for  action  by  CSAVR 
and  NCSAB,  agencies  funded  in  part  by 
the  state  of  Missouri. 

2  3.  Missouri  state  funding  of  the 
CSAVR  and  NCSAB  legislative  action  pro- 
grams cannot  consistendy  with  the 
Speech  Clause  of  the  First  and  Fourth 
Amendments  and  the  Equal  Protection 
Clause  of  the  Fourteenth  Amendment  be 
reconciled  with  a  policy  proscribing 
similar  legislative  information  efforts 
by  plaintiff  Stevens  as  Director  of  the 
Missouri  Bureau  for  the  Blind. 

FIFTH  CLAIM 

24.  Arising  out  of  a  common  nucleus  of 
operative  facts  of  plaintiff  Stevens' 
claims  in  paragraphs  12-23  (the  Third 
and  Fourth  Claims  of  this  complaint)  and 
pendant  thereto,  plaintiff  Stevens  al- 
leges that  the  defendants  have  published 
false  statements  pertaining  to  plaintiff 
which  have  injured  him  in  his  business, 
profession  or  calling.  As  a  result  of 
the  publication  of  the  aforesaid  false 
statements,  plaintiff  Stevens  has  been 
subjected  to  scorn,  derision  and  ridi- 
cule in  his  community.  Plaintiff  Stevens 
alleges  that  defendants  have  made  false 
written  statements  about  him  in  bad 
faith  and  with  a  knowledge  of  their 
falsity  or  with  reckless  disregard  to 
their  falsity,  in  the  following  particu- 
lars, to  wit: 

(A)  Defendants  have  falsely  stated 
that  "at  least  one  federal  and  one  State 
felony  (have)  ...  been  committed  by  Mr. 
Stevens  while  in  office."  Stevens  In- 
vestigative Report  at  1,  par  2. 


(B)  Defendants  have  falsely  accused 
plaintiff  Stevens  of  "extreme  favor- 
itism" to  the  NFB.  Stevens  Investigative 
Report  at  1,  par  2. 

(C)  Defendants  have  falsely  charged 
plaintiff  Stevens  with  "extreme  favor- 
itism" to  a  residential  rehabilitation 
vendor,  Alternatives  for  the  Blind  in 
Living  and  Employment,  Inc.  (ABLE)    ibid 

(D)  Defendants  have  falsely  charged 
Stevens  with  the  improper  purchase  of 
^4,000  worth  of  fiberglass  canes  from 
the  National  Federation  of  the  Blind. 
Stevens  Investigative  Report,  Allegation 
2(E)   at  6   (unnumJbered). 

(E)  Defendants  have  falsely  charged 
that  plaintiff  Stevens,  "on  state  time, 
with  state  money,  using  state  personnel 
and  E&E  funds,  organized  an  NFB  march  on 
Jefferson  City  for  the  benefit  of  con- 
sumer groups  and  legislators."  Stevens 
Investigative  Report,  Allegation  2(F)  at 
7  (unnumbered). 

(F)  Defendants  have  falsely  charged 
plaintiff  Stevens  with  "misappropria- 
tions of  state  funds"  for  his  return  of 
a  ^15  0  honorarium  to  the  Quincy,  Illin- 
ois Christian  Church.  Stevens  Investi- 
gative Report,  Allegation  5  at  8  (unnum- 
bered). 

(G)  Defendants  have  falsely  charged 
plaintiff  Stevens  with  "misappropria- 
tions of  state  funds"  with  respect  to  a 
^10  0  check  from  the  Mutual  Benefit  Life 
Insurance  Co.  which  he  did  not  negotiate 
nor  attempt  to  negotiate. 

(H)  Defendant  falsely  charged  plain- 
tiff Stevens  with  improprieties  with 
reference  to  servcies  provided  by  Mr. 
Thomas  (i.e.,  William)  Helvey.  Stevens 
Investigative  Report,  Allegation  7  at  8- 
9   (unnumbered). 

SIXTH  CLAIM 
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25.  Plaintiff  Susan  Weaver  alleges 
that  defendants  have  falsely  published 
statements  that  she  was  "totally  unqual- 
ified" for  research  projects  on  which 
she  was  employed.  Stevens  Investigative 
Report,  Allegation  2(c)  at  5  (unnum- 
bered). 

26.  Defendants  falsely  published  that 
there  was  no  "work  product"  for  Plain- 
tiff Susan  Weaver's  services.  Stevens 
Investigative  Report,  Allegation  6  at  8 
(unnumbered).  The  aforesaid  false  publi- 
cation by  defendants  is  attributable  to 
negligent  and  unprofessional  investiga- 
tion by  defendants  or,  alternatively,  to 
their  reckless  disregard  for  the  falsity 
of  this  statement. 

n.  Defendants'  false  statements  con- 
cerning plaintiff  Susan  Weaver  are  the 
result  of  defendants'  negligent  investi- 
gation of  the  qualifications  or  work 
products  of  Weaver  or  were  made  with 
reckless  disregard  to  Susan  Weaver's 
qualifications  and  work  product. 

28.  Defendants'  false  statements  con- 
cerning plaintiff  Susan  Weaver  have 
injured  her  in  her  business  or  profes- 
sion and  have  held  her  to  obliquy,  scorn 
and  ridicule  in  her  professional  commun- 
ity. 

SEVENTH  CLMM 

29.  Defendants  published  a  statement 
admitting  that  they  had  conducted  an 
invcst^ation  directed  inter  alia  to 
plaintiffs'  alleged  "NFB  membership, 
association,  philosophy."  Stevens  In- 
vestigative Report,  Allegation  2(C)  at  5 
(unnumbered).  Plaintiffs  join  in  alleg- 
ing that  defendants'  investigation  was 
conducted  in  bad  faith.  Plaintiffs' 
membership  in  lawful  private  organiza- 
tions,    their     private     associations     and 


their  personal  philosophies  are  consti- 
tutionally immune  from  inquiry  by  per- 
sons acting  under  color  of  state  law  as 
were  defendants  here.  Defendants'  in- 
vestigation was  planned  and  conducted 
under  the  close  and  continuing  super- 
vision of  defendant  members  of  the  Mis- 
souri bar  who  are  presumed  to  be  know- 
ledgeable of  plaintiffs'  constitution- 
ally protected  rights  of  speech,  philo- 
sophy, membership  and  association.  None- 
theless, defendants  proceeded  with  their 
unconstitutional  inquiries  with  know- 
ledge of  the  unconstitutionality  of 
their  course  of  action  or  with  reckless 
disregard  to  the  unconstitutionality  of 
their  course  of  action.  Under  these 
circumstances,  defendants'  acts  amount 
to  the  intentional  infliction  of  mental 
distress  and  constitute  a  tort  of  out- 
rage shocking  to  the  sensibilities  of 
law  abiding  citizens. 

EIGFtTTH  CLAIM 

3  0.  Plaintiffs  reallege  each  and  every 
allegation  of  their  preceeding  claims 
and  allege  that  the  publications  by 
defendants  have  tortiously  placed  plain- 
tiffs in  a  false  light  and  have  consti- 
tuted invasions  of  privacy  and  intrusion 
into  seclusion.  Plaintiffs  further  al- 
lege that  defendants'  acts  have  consti- 
tuted a  prima  facia  tort. 

WHEREFORE,  plaintiffs'  seek  relief  in 
the  following  particulars,  to  wit: 

(A)  That  the  plaintiffs'  requests  for 
declaratory  relief  be  expedited  on  the 
docket. 

(B)  That  the  Court  enter  a  declaratory 
judgment  in  favor  of  plaintiffs  Whitney 
on  their  First  Claim. 

(C)  That  a  jury  be  impanelled  to  award 
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damages     to     the     plaintiffs    Whitney     on 
their  First  Claim. 

(D)  That  the  court  assume  pendant 
jurisdiction  of  the  Second  Claim  by 
plaintiffs  Whitney  in  the  interests  of 
economy  and  efficiency  in  the  adminis- 
tration of  justice. 

(E)  That  a  jury  be  impanelled  to  award 
damages  to  plaintiffs  Whitney  on  their 
Second  Claim. 

(F)  That  the  Court  enter  a  declaratory 
judgment  with  regard  to  the  Third  Qaim 
by  plaintiff  Stevens. 

(G)  That  a  jury  be  impanelled  to  award 
damages  to  plaintiff  Stevens  on  the 
Third  Claim  of  the  complaint. 

(H)  That  the  Court  enter  a  declaratory 
judgment  with  regard  to  the  Fourth  Claim 
of  the  complaint  by  plaintiff  Stevens. 

(I)  That  a  jury  be  impanelled  to  award 
damages  to  plaintiff  Stevens  on  the 
Fourth  Claim  of  the  complaint. 

(J)  That  the  Court  assume  pendant 
jurisdiction  of  the  Fifth  Claim  by 
plaintiff  Stevens  in  the  interest  of 
efficiency  and  economy  in  the  adminis- 
tration of  justice. 

(K)  That  a  jury  be  impanelled  to  award 
damages  to  plaintiff  Stevens  on  the 
Fifth  Claim  of  the  complaint. 

(L)  That  a  jury  be  impanelled  to  award 
damages  to  plaintiff  Susan  Weaver  on  the 
Sixth  Claim  of  the  complaint. 

(M)  That  the  Court  assume  pendant 
jurisdiction  of  the  plaintiffs'  Seventh 
Claim  and  that  a  jury  be  impanelled  to 
make  findings  of  fact  and  an  award  of 
damages. 

(N)  That  the  Court  assume  pendant 
jurisdiction  of  the  plaintiff's  Eighth 
claim  and  that  a  jury  be  impanelled  to 
make  findings  of  fact  and  an  award  of 
damages. 

(O)  That  reasonable  attorney   fees  and 


costs  be  awarded  plaintiffs  Whitney  and 
Stevens  as  to  First,  Third  and  Fourth 
Claims. 

(P)  That  this  Court  instruct  the  jur- 
ies hearing  these  claims  as  to  the  law 
of  punitive  damages  and  that  punitive 
damages  be  awarded  where  appropriate. 

(Q)  That  the  Court  award  such  other 
relief  equitable  and  legal  as  may  be 
appropriate  under  the  circumstances. 

Respectfully  submitted, 
Frederic  S.  Le  Qercq 
Marc  Maurer 
Gregory  D.  Hoffmann 


EXHIBIT  1 


Missouri  Department  of  Social  Services 
Division  of  Family  Services 
Jefferson  City,  Missouri 
February  1,  19  84 

Charles  T.  Stevens,  Deputy  Director 
Bureau  for  the  Bind 
Jefferson  City,  MO 

Dear  Tom: 

As  you  know,  the  State  Auditor's  Of- 
fice is  in  the  process  of  conducting  a 
comprehensive  audit  of  all  Bureau  for 
the  Blind  activities.  At  this  point,  the 
audit  staff  have  already  identified  a 
number  of  "questionable"  practices  and 
procedures  that  apparently  have  been 
established  during  your  tenure  as  Direc- 
tor of  the  Bureau.  While  the  complete 
audit  results  will  not  be  finalized  for 
several  months,  it  is  clear  that  the 
overall  results  will  be  extremely  nega- 
tive with  regard  to  your  management  of 
the  Bureau. 
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Prior  to  the  afotementioned  audit,  I 
had  already  requested  the  Division  of 
Investigation  (DOI) /Office  of  General 
Counsel  to  conduct  an  internal  investi- 
gation regarding  Bureau  activities.  The 
preliminary  results  of  this  investiga- 
tion also  indicate  a  pattern  of  manag- 
erial misfeasance  and  malfeasance.  The 
investigators  have  also  indicated  that 
several  of  the  activities  uncovered 
during  their  investigation  could  be  the 
basis  for  prosecution  outside  of  the 
administrative  process  of  the  Division 
of  Family  Services. 

Finally,  I  have  been  advised  that 
federal  staff  have  made  a  referral  to 
the  Office  of  Inspector  General  (OIG ) 
requesting  that  the  OIG  conduct  its  own 
investigation  with  regard  to  possible 
program  violations.  This  investigation 
is  expected  to  be  initiated  within  the 
next  few  weeks. 

In  order  to  allow  all  of  the  afore- 
mentioned reviews  to  proceed  unimpeded  — 
and  in  order  to  ensure  that  your  per- 
sonal interests  are  protected  insofar  as 
that  is  possible— I  am  hereby  placing 
you  on  "administrative  leave."  This 
action  is  effective  immediately— and 
will  continue  until  further  written 
notice  from  me. 

In  conjunction  with  this  action,  I  am 
also  directing  you  to  turn  over  to  DOI 
invcsrigators  all  state  property  that 
you  currently  have  in  your  possession. 
This  will  include,  but  not  necessarily 
be  limited  to,  the  following:  office 
keys,  internal  and  external  memoranda 
and  letters,  audio  tapes,  etc. 

Finally,  I  am  directing  that  during 
the  time  that  you  are  on  administrative 
leave  you  will  not  take  any  action  on 
behalf  of  the  Bureau  for  the  Blind. 
Moreover,   I  am  directing  you  to  cooper- 


ate with  any  requests  for  information 
that  are  made  by  Bureau  staff,  DOI  in- 
vestigators, or  anyone  else  authorized 
by  me. 

During  the  time  that  you  are  on  admin- 
istrative leave,  Mary  Houston  will  serve 
as  "Acting  Administrator"  for  the  Bureau 
for  the  Blind.  Once  again,  however,  in 
order  to  allow  the  investigatory  activi- 
ties to  proceed  unimpeded— and  in  order 
to  protect  your  personal  interests— I  am 
requesting  that  you  refrain  from  con- 
tacting Mrs.  Houston  or  other  Bureau 
staff  during  the  period  that  you  are  on 
administrative  leave. 

Sincerely, 

Joseph  J.  O'Hara 

Director 


EXHIBIT  2 


Charles  T.   (Tom)   Stevens 

Born  in  Vernon  County,  Missouri,  of 
farming  parents  in  19  3  2.  Educated  in  the 
county  schools,  graduating  from  Bronaugh 
in  1950. 

After  a  year  of  working  in  Nevada,  MO, 
entered  SMS  (Springfield)  in  19  51.  Grad- 
uated with  BS  in  Agriculture  in  19  5  5. 
Enlisted  in  the  National  Guard  in  19  54 
as  private;  graduated  as  a  Distinguished 
Military  Graduate  from  ROTC  and  commis- 
sioned 2nd  Lieutenant,  Infantry  in  May, 
1955.  Entered  Army  same  year,  serving 
until  retirement  as  Lieutenant  Colonel, 
Infantry,  in  July,  19  71.  Commanded  at 
every  level,  from  squad  through  battal- 
ion, in  peace  and  combat.  Holds  numerous 
awards  for  valor  and  achievement,  in- 
cluding the  Legion  of  Merit,  six  awards 
of    the    Bronze    Star     (w/V    device),    Air 
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Medal,  four  awards  of  the  Army  Commenda- 
tion Medal  (w/V  device),  two  Purple 
Hearts,  the  Vietnamese  Cross  of  Gal- 
lantry, Vietnamese  Medal  of  Honor  and 
several  other  medals.  Badges  include  the 
Combat  Infantry  Badge,  Senior  Parachut- 
ist Badge  (59  jumps),  and  the  Ranger 
Tab. 

Assignments  also  included  numerous 
staff  jobs,  primarily  personnel,  opera- 
tions and  training.  Major  assignments 
included  Deputy  G-3  of  the  101st  Air- 
borne Division  in  S.  Vietnam  and  as 
Chief,  special  projects.  Medical  Hold- 
ing, Fitzsimmons  Army  Hospital.  In  the 
latter,  the  last  duty  assignment,  super- 
vised the  rehabilitation  of  over  1,2  00 
officers  and  enlisted  men  patients. 

Upon  retirement,  entered  SMSU  in 
Springfield,  earning  a  BS  is  Psychology 
and  an  MS  in  Guidance  and  Counseling  in 
May,  19  74.  After  summer  work,  entered 
University  of  Missouri,  Columbia,  as 
Ph.D.  candidate  in  Counseling  Psycho- 
logy. Completed  course  work  in  1977,  and 
one-half  of  internship  requirement  in 
1980. 

Involved  in  Lions  International  as 
member  of  Columbia  Evening  Lions  since 
19  74.     Chapter     president,      first     vice- 


president  and  state  president,  NFB  (MO). 
Editor,  Blind  Missourian  (19  75-19  80). 
Field  Representative  of  NFB  (1977-1979). 
Member  of  several  national  committees. 

Married  in  19  53  to  Helen  L.  Utterback. 
There  are  three  children;  Mark  is  a 
graduate  student  at  Immanual  School  of 
Religion,  Johnson  City,  Tennessee;  Diana 
graduated  from  Ozark  Bible  College  in 
1981  and  Kansas  State  Teachers  College 
in  19  82;  and  Eric  is  a  sophomore  at 
Central  Christian  College  of  Bible  in 
Moberly.  Tom  has  been  an  elder,  deacon 
and/or  teacher  in  the  Christian  Church 
since  1971. 

In  19  77,  contracted  for  and  conducted 
Handicapped  Manpower  Availability  Survey 
for  City  of  Colxmibia,  Missouri.  Member, 
Training,  Employment  and  Program  Admin- 
istration Committee  (Sheltered  Workshops 
for  the  Blind),  U.  S.  Department  of 
Human  Services,  19  80.  Awarded  Kenneth 
Jemigan  Award  for  outstanding  achieve- 
ment by  NFB   (MO),  19  80, 

Who's  Who  in  the  Midwest,  19  80-81, 
Who's  Who  in  the  Midwest,  1982-1983. 

Currently,  Director,  Bureau  for  the 
Blind,  State  of  Missouri,  effective  1 
October,  19  79. 


If  you  or  a  friend  would  like  to  remember  the  National  Federation  of  the  Blind  in  your  will, 
you  can  do  so  by  employing  the  following  language: 

"I  give,  devise,  and  bequeath  unto  National  Federation  of  the  Blind,  a  District  of  Columbia 

nonprofit  corporation,  the  sum  of  S (or  " percent  of  my  net  estate"  or  "the 

following  stocks  and  bonds:  ")  to  be  used  for  its  worthy  purposes  on  behalf  of  bhnd 

persons." 
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LAWSUIT 

COMPLAE^T  FILED  IN  FEDERAL  COURT 

BY  DOTTIE  NEELY  AND  JOHN  DO??ER 


First  Amended  Complaint 
Civil  No.  84-0481-C  (2) 

In    the    United    States    District   Court 
for  the  Eastern  District  of  Missouri 

Dottie  Neely,  John  Dower,  PLAINTIFFS 


Joseph  J.  O'Hara,  personally  and  in 
his  official  capacity  as  Director  of  the 
Division  of  Family  Services  in  the  Mis- 
souri Department  of  Social  Services 

Rodney  Wilson,  personally,  and  in  his 
official  capacity  as  Program  Supervisor, 
Missouri  Bureau  for  the  Blind 

Charles  Johnson  and  James  Moore,  per- 
sonally and  in  their  official  capacities 
as  Investigators  of  the  Missouri  Depart- 
ment of  Investigations  and  as  represent- 
atives of  a  class  of  state  officers  who 
are  questioning  state  employees  concern- 
ing their  membership  in  The  National 
Federation  of  the  Blind,  DEFENDANTS 


ter  aged  ten  and  her  son  aged  seven. 

3.  Plaintiff  John  Dower  is  a  resident 
of  St.  Louis,  Missouri  and  a  member  of 
the  National  Federation  of  the  Blind.  He 
has  served  in  the  past  as  president  of 
the  State  of  Missouri  affiliate  of  the 
NFB,  and  as  president  of  the  St.  Louis 
NFB  chapter.  He  is  currently  vice-presi- 
dent of  the  St.  Louis  NFB  chapter.  He 
asserts  standing  for  himself  and  for 
other  citizens  of  Missouri  whose  federal 
constitutional  rights  to  acquire  and 
disseminate  information,  films  and  video 
tapes  about  blindness  have  been  violated 
by  defendants. 

4.  Defendants  O'Hara  and  Wilson  are 
employees  of  the  Missouri  Department  of 
Social  Services.  Defendants  Johnson  and 
Moore  are  employees  of  the  Missouri 
Department  of  Investigations.  Defendants 
Johnson  and  Moore  are  sued  individually 
and  as  representatives  of  a  class  of 
state  officers  who  are  questioning  state 
employees  concerning  their  membership  in 
the  National  Federation  of  the  Blind. 


1.  This  is  an  action  for  a  declaratory 
judgment  under  28  U.S.C.  Sec.  2201  and 
for  money  damages  and  reasonable  attor- 
ney fees  under  42  U.S.C.  Sees.  19  83  and 
19  88.  Jurisdiction  is  conferred  by  28 
U.S.C.  Sees.  1331  and  1343(3). 

2.  Plaintiff  Dottie  Neely  is  a  reha- 
bilitation teacher  employed  by  the  Miss- 
ouri Bureau  for  the  Blind  in  Sikeston, 
Missouri.  She  is  blind  and  is  the  mother 
and  sole  means  of  support  for  her  dau^- 


COUNT  ONE 

5.  On  or  about  February  14,  1984  de- 
fendant Rodney  Wilson  circulated  an 
inter-office  communication  to  the  de- 
partment's supervisors  the  subjects  of 
which  were  "Programs  K  Presentations 
Brochure"  and  "Coping,  Competing,  Con- 
tributing Videotape"  (Exhibit  1  infra). 
The  memorandum  stated:  "The  usage  of 
these   two   items    is   suspended  until   fur- 
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ther  notice."  Defendant  Wilson's  memor- 
andum of  February  14,  19  84  was  a  prior 
restraint  on  speech  protected  by  the 
First  and  Fourteenth  Amendments  of  the 
United  States  Constitution  in  violation 
of  established  law  as  declared  by  the 
United  States  Supreme  Court. 

6.  The  memorandum  from  defendant  Rod- 
ney Wilson  of  February  14,  1984,  common- 
ly known  among  employees  of  the  Missouri 
Department  of  Social  Services  as  a  "gag 
rule,"  was  declared  under  color  of  state 
law  and,  alternatively,  was  published 
with  the  prior  knowledge  and  consent  or 
was  subsequently  ratified  by  defendant 
O'Hara.  As  a  result  of  the  memorandum  of 
February  14,  19  84,  plaintiff  Neely  and 
other  employees  of  the  Missouri  Depart- 
ment of  Social  Services  have  been  unlaw- 
fully chilled  in  their  federally  secured 
rights  of  speech  and  are  fearful  of 
recommending  to  the  public  any  of  the 
films  or  video  tapes  described  in  the 
Bureau  of  the  Blind's  now-suspended 
programs  and  presentations  brochure  (Ex- 
hibit 2  infra) . 

7.  The  Wilson  memorandum  of  February 
14,  19  84  constitutes  censorship  forbid- 
den by  the  First  and  Fourteenth  Amend- 
ments of  the  United  States  Constitution. 
Plaintiff  Dower  and  other  citizens  and 
civic  organizations  to  whom  the  films 
and  video  tapes  have  been  made  available 
on  three  day  loan  at  no  charge  have  been 
chilled  in  their  efforts  to  obtain  in- 
formation about  blindness  as  a  result  of 
defendants'  censorship  policy. 

8.  Plaintiffs  are  informed  and  believe 
that  the  censorship  policy  of  defendants 
is  based  on  defendants'  capricious  dis- 
approval of  the  content  of  the  films  and 
video  tapes  described  in  the  Missouri 
Bureau  of  the  Blind's  programs  and  pre- 
sentations    brochure.     Plaintiffs      further 


allege  that  there  is  nothing  in  any  of 
the  films  or  video  tapes  described  in 
the  programs  and  presentations  brochure 
of  the  Missouri  Bureau  for  the  Blind 
which  is  unlawful  or  infringes  upon  any 
legitimate  state  of  interest. 

COUNT  TWO 

9.  Plaintiffs  reassert  each  and  every 
allegation  of  Count  One  and  ask  that  a 
jury  be  impanelled  to  award  damages  for 
these  violations  of  their  rights. 

COUNT  THREE 

10.  On  Thursday  and  Friday,  February 
2  3  and  24,  19  84,  defendants  Charles 
Johnson  and  James  Moore  from  the  Depart- 
ment of  Investigation  of  the  State  of 
Missouri  interrogated  plaintiff  Neely  in 
Sikeston,  Missouri.  Defendants  Johnson 
and  Moore,  acting  under  color  of  state 
law,  and  in  violation  of  established 
precedents  of  the  United  States  Supreme 
Court  urdavkffully  intruded  upon  plaintiff 
Neely 's  constitutionally  protected 
rights  of  association  and  privacy  by 
asking  her,  inter  alia^  the  following 
questions: 

Are  you  now  or  have  you  ever  been  a 
member  of  the  National  Federation  of  the 
Blind? 

How  long  have  you  been  a  member  of  the 
National  Federation  of  the  Blind? 

Do  you  use  NFB  philosophy  in  working 
with  your  clients? 

Have  you  ever  made  personal  financial 
contributions  to  the  NFB? 

11.  Plaintiff  Neely  and  other  employ- 
ees of  the  Missouri  Bureau  for  the  Blind 
have  been  ordered  by  defendant  O'Hara  to 
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cooperate  with  and  to  answer  all  ques- 
tions asked  by  defendant  investigators 
under  pain  of  losing  their  jobs. 

12.  Defendants  Johnson  and  Moore  by 
questioning  plaintiff  concerning  her 
constitutionally  privileged  rights  of 
private  association  and  by  examining  her 
confidential  file  as  a  recipient  of 
Bureau  funds  have  inflicted  extreme 
mental  anguish  on  plaintiff  Neely. 

13.  Plaintiff  Neely  was  advised  by 
defendants  Johnson  and  Moore  during  her 
interrogation  on  February  2  3  and  24, 
19  84  that  it  was  inappropriate  for  any- 
one in  Missouri  state  government  to  be 
associated  with  the  activities  of  the 
NFB  since  those  activities  were  some- 
times seen  as  being  militant. 

14.  Plaintiff  Neely  was  further  told 
by  defendants  Johnson  and  Moore  that  her 
twenty  year  history  with  the  NFB  and  her 
financial  contributions  to  the  NFB 
"adversely  affects  your  job  perform- 
ance." 

15.  The  intentional  or  reckless  disre- 
gard of  defendants  Johnson  and  Moore  for 
the  constitutionally  privileged  rights 
of  association  of  plaintiff  Neely  con- 
stitutes a  tort  of  outrage  and  has  re- 
sulted in  severe  emotional  distress  and 
anguish  to  plaintiff  Neely. 

16.  The  unlawful  questioning  of  plain- 
tiff Neely  concerning  constitutionally 
privileged  rights  of  association  with 
the  NFB  have  had  a  chilling  effect  upon 
the  associational  rights  of  other  per- 
sons employed  by  the  State  of  Missouri 
who  fear  that  interrogation  by  defend- 
ants would  result  from  NFB  affiliation. 

COUNT  FOUR 

17.  On  February  28,  19  84  at  about  9:3  0 
a.m.,  defendant  Charles   Johnson  came  to 


plaintiff  Neely 's  place  of  work  and 
advised  her  that  he  wished  to  question 
her  further.  He  asked  plaintiff  Neely: 

Are  you  an  officer  in  the  National 
Federation  of  the  Blind? 

Plaintiff  Neely  told  defendant  Johnson 
that  she  had  been  advised  by  legal  coun- 
sel that  she  does  not  have  to  answer 
questions  concerning  her  membership  in 
the  National  Federation  of  the  Blind. 

18.  Plaintiffs  are  informed  and  be- 
lieve that  defendant  Johnson  and  other 
state  officers  are  interrogating  other 
state  employees  concerning  their  member- 
ship in  the  National  Federation  of  the 
Blind  and  that  such  interrogation  has  a 
chilling  effect  on  constitutionally  pro- 
tected rights  of  private  association. 

19.  Plaintiffs  are  informed  and  be- 
lieve that  the  interrogation  by  defend- 
ant Johnson  and  other  state  officers 
concerning  the  membership  and  participa- 
tion by  state  employees  in  the  National 
Federation  of  the  Blind  is  being  con- 
ducted in  bad  faith,  for  the  purpose  of 
harassment  and  to  dissuade  persons  in 
the  employment  of  the  state  from  engag- 
ing in  their  constitutionally  protected 
rights  of  association  with  the  National 
Federation  of  the  Blind,  a  lawful  pri- 
vate organization. 

2  0.  Defendants  Johnson  and  Moore  are 
suitable  defendants  to  represent  the 
class  of  state  officers  who  are  unlaw- 
fully interrogating  state  employees  con- 
cerning their  constitutionally  priv- 
ileged rights  of  lawful  private  associ- 
ation. 

21.  Plaintiff  Neely  has  been  instruct- 
ed by  persons  acting  under  the  authority 
of  defendant  O'Hara  that  if  she  divulged 
any    of    the     interrogation    by    defendant 
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investigators  "with  co-workers,  the 
media  or  consumer  organizations"  it  will 
"constitute  grounds  for  dismissal."  This 
instruction,  as  applied  to  interrogation 
by  defendants  Johnson  and  Moore  concern- 
ing plaintiff  Neely's  membership  in  the 
National  Federation  of  the  Blind,  is  an 
invalid  prior  restraint  forbidden  by  the 
First  and  Fourteenth  Amendments  of  the 
United  States  Constitution. 

WHEREFORE,  plaintiffs  seek  relief  in 
the  following  particulars: 

1.  That  plaintiffs'  claim  for  declara- 
tory relief  in  Counts  One  and  Four  be 
expedited  on  the  docket  and  set  for 
hearing. 

2.  That  this  Court  declare  that  the 
inter-office  communications  of  February 
14,  1984  from  defendant  WUs on  suspend- 
ing the  usage  of  the  programs  and  pre- 
sentations brochure  of  the  Missouri 
Bureau  for  the  Blind  be  declared  an 
invalid  prior  restraint  on  speech  in 
violation  of  the  First  and  Fourteenth 
Amendments  of  the  United  States  Consti- 
tution. 

3.  That  this  Court  declare  that  inter- 
rogation of  plaintiff  Neely  and  other 
em.ployees  of  the  State  of  Missouri  con- 
cerning their  membership  in  the  National 
Federation  of  the  Blind  intrudes  on 
constitutionally  protected  rights  of 
speech,  privacy  and  association  of  state 
employees. 

4.  That  copies  of  this  court's  declar- 
atory judgment  sought  in  paragraph  three 
of  the  wherefore  clause  be  served  on  the 
director  of  the  Missouri  Bureau  of  In- 
vestigations and  on  the  heads  of  all 
departments  of  the  Missouri  state  gov- 
ernment apprising  them  that  it  is  unlaw- 
ful for  them  or  for  any  persons  subordi- 
nate   to    them   to  question  Missouri   state 


employees  concerning  their  membership  in 
the  National  Federation  of  the  Blind. 

5.  That  plaintiffs  be  awarded  damages 
for  the  violation  of  their  rights  as 
alleged  in  Count  Two  of  the  complaint. 

6.  That  plaintiff  Neely  be  awarded 
damages  to  redress  the  outrageous  viola- 
tions of  her  rights  of  speech  and  asso- 
ciation by  defendants  Johnson  and  Moore 
in  Count  Tliree  of  the  complaint. 

7.  That  plaintiffs'  claims  for  damages 
in  Counts  Two  and  Three  be  heard  by  a 
jury. 

8.  That  the  Court  try  plaintiffs' 
claims  in  Count  One  for  declaratory 
relief. 

9.  That  reasonable  attorney  fees  be 
awarded  plaintiffs  in  accordance  with  42 
U.S.C.  Sec.  1988. 

Respectfully  submitted, 
Frederic  S.  Le  Clercq 


EXHIBIT  ONE 

To  the  Complaint 


Department  of  Social  Services 
INTER-OFFICE  COMMUNICATON 

To:  District  Supervisors 

From:  Rodney  Wilson 

Subject: 
Programs  and  Presentations  Brochure 
Coping,  Competing,  Contributing 
Videotape 

Date:  February  14,  19  84 


The  usage  of   these   two   items   is  sus- 
pended until  fiffther  notice. 
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EXHIBIT  TWO 

To  the  Complaint 

PROGRAMS  AND  PRESENTATIONS 

Available  from  Missouri  Bureau  for  the 
Blind.  Rehabilitation  services  admin- 
istered  throu^  Division  of  Family  Serv- 


It  is  estimated  that  there  are  more 
than  13,000  legally  blind  people  in 
Missouri.  The  Bureau  for  the  Blind  of 
the  Division  of  Family  Services  is  the 
state  agency  responsible  for  providing 
services  to  these  individuals  as  well  as 
to  other  persons  who  have  progressive 
eye  problems. 

The  Bureau's  services  include:  busi- 
ness enterprise  program;  employment 
placement;  orientation  and  mobility 
training;  prevention  of  blindness;  read- 
ers for  the  blind ;  rehabilitation  teach- 
ing; services  to  blind  and  visually 
impaired  preschool  children  and  their 
parents,  and  to  educational  consultants. 

The  Bureau  offers  a  number  of  educa- 
tional progams  and  presentations  to 
organizations,  service  clubs  and  other 
audiences.  These  programs  illustrate  the 
ways  blind  and  visually  impaired  indi- 
viduals can  function  effectively  in  a 
productive  society.  The  following  list 
describes  films,  tapes  and  program  top- 
ics currently  available.  This  list  is 
updated  periodically.  Please  check  with 
the  Bureau  or  its  district  offices  for 
new  additions  and  their  intended  use. 

Brian-  (Color /sound,  28  minutes,  3/4" 
and  1/2"  videotape,  19  83) 

Brian,  a  high  school  student,  has 
vision  so  limited  he  is  diagnosed  as 
legally    blind.  The    videotape   deals   with 


his  adjustment  to  a  public  school  envi- 
ronment and  illustrates  how  other  stu- 
dents, teachers,  school  administrators 
and  his  parents  support  Brian's  educa- 
tional efforts. 

Coping,  Competing,  Contributing- 
( Color /sound,  28  minutes,  3/4"  and  1/2" 
videotape,  1983  ) 

This  videotape  presents  blind  and 
visually  impaired  persons  in  a  variety 
of  work  situations.  Participants  de- 
scribe how  they  are  successfully  em- 
ployed in  today's  market. 

Kids  With  Cane 9-  (Color/sound,  3  1  min- 
utes, 3/4"  and  1/2"  videotape,  1979) 

This  videotape  demonstrates  that  blind 
children  can  be  taught  to  travel  inde- 
pendently with  a  cane. 

People  See  Differently-  (Color/sound, 
15  minutes,  16  mm  film,  1965) 

This  film  describes  how  blind  individ- 
uals cope  with  their  blindness  and, 
througji  in-depth  interviews,  illustrates 
possible  vocational  skills  of  blind 
persons. 

We  Know  Who  We  Are- (Color/sound.  28 
minutes,  3/4"  and  1/2"  videotape,  19  77) 
Negative  attitudes  of  the  public  and 
discrimination  toward  the  blind  and 
visually  impaired  are  discussed  in  this 
videotape.  Lifestyles  of  various  blind 
individuals  are  portrayed  with  emphasis 
on  self-esteem  and  confidence. 

Films  and  videotapes  are  available 
upon  request  at  no  charge  for  a  loan 
period  of  three  days.  Users  are  re- 
sponsible for  reasonable  care  and  the 
prompt,  safe  return  of  borrowed  films 
and  tapes. 
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Arrangements  will  be  made,  upon  re- 
quest, for  Bureau  for  the  Blind  staff  to 
serve  as  speakers  and  discussion  leaders 
at  showings  of  Bureau  films  and  tapes. 
Requests  for  this  service  should  accom- 
pany orders  for  films  or  tapes. 

Presentations  wUl  be  made  by  speakers 
from  the  Bureau  for  the  Blind  to  eicplain 
its  range  of  services.  Specific  topics 
can  be  arranged  for  any  group  upon  re- 
quest. These  topics  include: 

Attitudes  Toward  Blindness—  Common 
attitudes  of  newly  blinded  individuals 
and  the  positive  and  negative  reinforce- 
ments which  society  provides  will  be 
discussed. 

Business  Enterprise  Program-Services 
ranging  from  snack  bars  to  full-line 
cafeterias  are  currently  in  operation  on 
college  campuses,  in  federal  and  state 
office  buildings  and  in  private  indus- 
try. Food  service  possibilities  and  the 
ways  that  blind  persons  provide  these 
services  will  be  discussed. 

Children's  Service  a- Preparing  blind 
and  visually  impaired  preschoolers  to 
succeed  in  an  appropriate  educational 
setting  when  they  reach  school  age  is  a 
major  goal  of  this  program.  Develop- 
mental skills  training,  education  and 
counseling  provided  to  these  children 
and  their  parents  will  be  discussed  and 
personal  adjustment  in  parent/child/ 
school  relationships  emphasized. 

Education  and  Career  Development- 
Guidance  and  counseling  services  avail- 
able for  blind  students  and  their  fami- 
lies will  be  discussed.  Vocational  eval- 
uation for  selection  of  the  best  employ- 
ment goal  is  stressed. 

Emplovment  Abilities  _oi  Blind  and 
Visually  Impaired  Missourians-Informa- 
tion   accompanied  by   video  programs  will 


demonstrate  how  specific  blind  and  vis- 
ually impaired  workers  utilize  their 
skills  in  various  vocations. 

Prevention  of  Blindness— Prevention 
aspects  of  sight  saving  are  stressed. 
The  importance  of  early  detection  of  eye 
problems  is  explained,  including  basic 
contemporary  treatment  procedures  such 
as  surgery  and  rehabilitation. 

Rehabilitation  Teaching- Services  that 
facilitate  adjustment  to  blindness  and 
the  learning  of  alternative  techniques, 
including  travel  orientation,  communica- 
tion methods  and  daily  living  skills, 
will  be  discussed.  Teaching  techniques 
and  special  services  are  explained. 

Vocational  Rehabilitation  Cost/Bene- 
iiSrThe  ratio  of  program  cost/benefit 
comparison,  services  available  for  ad- 
justment to  blindness  and  training  for 
entry  or  re-entry  into  employment  will 
be  discussed. 

Additional  information  on  "Programs 
and  Presentations"  is  available  from  the 
Bureau's  District  Offices.  Please  con- 
tact the  nearest  office. 

Jefferson  City:  Rodney  Wilson,  Program 
Supervisor,  Bureau  for  the  Blind,  619 
East  Capitol  Avenue,  Jefferson  City,  MO 
6  5101,  Telephone:  (314)  751-4029. 

Kansas  City:  Charles  E.  Voelker,  EHs- 
trict  Supervisor,  Bureau  for  the  Blind, 
615  East  13th  Street,  Kansas  City,  MO 
64106,  Telephone:   (816)  274-6677. 

St.  Louis:  Sondra  Larson,  District 
Supervisor,  Bureau  for  the  Blind,  4221 
Lindell  Boulevard,  St.  Louis,  MO  63108, 
Telephone:   (314)  533-9100. 

Southeast  Carey  G.  Johnson,  District 
Supervisor,  Bureau  for  the  Blind,  739 
North  Main,  P.O.  Box  369,  Sikeston,  MO 
63801,  Telephone:   (314)  471-5430. 
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Springfield:    Richard    Haege,    District 

Supervisor,    Bureau     for    the    Blind,    149 

Park     Central     Square,     Springfield,     MO 

6  5  806,  Telephone:   (417)  868-3386. 

Missouri  Bureau   for   the  Blind,  Jeffer- 


son City,  Missouri  6  5101. 

An   Equal  Opportunity/Affirmative  Ac- 
tion Employer, 

Services  provided  on  a  non-discrimina- 
tory basis. 


THE  SUPREME  COURT  SPEAKS  TO  THE  FUTURE  OF  SECTION  5  04 

by  Charles  S.  Brown 


(Editor's  Note:  Charles  S.  Brown  is  a 
lawyer  and  is  President  of  the  National 
Federation  of  the  Blind  of  Virginia.) 

On  February  28,  19  83,  the  United 
States  Supreme  Court  finally  settled 
some  important  questions  regarding  the 
interpretation  of  Section  5  04  of  the 
Rehabilitation  Act  of  19  73.  The  Court 
provided  significant  protection  for 
handicapped  victims  of  job  discrimina- 
tion, but  not  without  raising  some  dif- 
ficult questions. 

As  most  Monitor  readers  surely  know, 
Section  5  04  of  the  Rehabilitation  Act 
basically  bars  discrimination  against 
the  handicapped  under  "any  program  or 
activity  receiving  federal  financial 
assistance."  This  law  was  structured 
almost  identically  to  Title  VI  of  the 
1964  Civil  Rights  Act,  which  affords 
similar  protection  to  victims  of  dis- 
crimination based  on  race,  color,  reli- 
gion, or  national  origin.  In  19  78,  the 
parallels  with  Title  VI  of  the  Civil 
Rights  Act  were  further  emphasized  when 
Congress  amended  the  Rehabilitation  Act 
to  make  available  the  remedies,  proced- 
ures,   and    rights    set    forth    in    Title    VI 


to  handicapped  victims  of  discrimination 
in  violation  of  Section  5  04.  This  was 
an  important  extension  of  the  law  be- 
cause Title  VI  provides  for  a  private 
right  of  action  in  discrimination 
cases— that  is,  it  permits  individuals 
to  go  directly  to  federal  court  to  pro- 
tect their  rights  instead  of  being 
forced  to  use  administative  procedures 
exclusively.  The  problem  is  that  Title 
VI  does  not  generally  apply  to  employ- 
ment discrimination  practiced  by  recip- 
ients of  federal  funds,  unless  the  pro- 
vision of  employment  is  the  prim.ary 
objective  of  the  federal  financial 
assistance  involved.  Accordingly,  the 
courts  have,  for  the  past  few  years, 
struggled  with  the  question  of  whether 
the  Title  VI  limitations  on  employment 
discrimination  suits  should  be  applied 
to  suits  brought  under  Section  5  04. 

Many  NFB  members  will  recall  that  it 
was  a  Virginia  Federationist,  Novella 
Trageser,  who  brought  the  first  major 
case  involving  the  right  to  sue  for 
redress  of  employment  discrimination 
under  Section  5  04.  (See  "U.S.  Supreme 
Court  Avoids  the  Trageser  Case"  in  the 
April,        19  80        issue        of       The   Braille 
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Monitot. )  She  sued  a  Richmond  nursing 
home  that  had  forced  her  out  of  her  job. 
We  were  involved  as  an  amicus  curiae 
(friend  of  the  court)  in  that  case.  In 
the  Trageser  case,  the  U.S.  Court  of 
Appeals  for  the  Fourth  Circuit  held  that 
employment  discrimination  is  generally 
not  prohibited  under  Section  5  04.  In 
19  79,  the  Supreme  Court  (without  com- 
menting on  the  merits)  decided  to  let 
the  appeals  court  decision  stand,  and 
Mrs.  Trageser  lost  her  batde.  But,  the 
war  went  on.  At  first,  the  results 
continued  to  be  disappointing.  Three 
other  federal  appeals  courts— the 
Second,  Eighth,  and  Ninth  Circuits- 
followed  the  Fourth  Circuit's  Trageser 
decision. 

In  19  83,  however,  the  Third  Circuit 
U.S.  Court  of  Appeals  went  the  other  way 
in  a  case  against  the  Consolidated  Rail 
Corporation  (Conrail).  At  this  point, 
the  Supreme  Court  decided  to  step  in  and 
resolve  the  issue.  In  the  case  of 
Conrail  v.  Le Strange,  a  unanimous  Su- 
preme Court  examined  the  statute  and 
legislative  history  and  found  that  Con- 
gress intended  that  Section  5  04  be  ap- 
plied to  protect  handicapped  individuals 
from  employment  discrimination  practiced 
by  recipients  of  federal  financial 
assistance. 

Thomas  LeStrange  was  a  locomotive 
engineer.  As  a  result  of  an  accident 
his  left  hand  and  forearm  were  ampu- 
tated. After  that,  he  alleged  that  the 
railroad  faUed  to  employ  him,  although 
he  claimed  to  be  fit  for  work.  Mr. 
LeStrange  first  brought  his  suit  in 
19  79.  However,  while  the  case  was  work- 
ing its  way  through  the  courts,  Mr. 
LeStrange  died,  but  his  case  did  not  die 
with  him.  His  heirs  still  sought  to 
recover   the  back  pay   that  Mr.  LeStrange 


would  have  earned  had  the  railroad  em- 
ployed him.  It  is  ironic  that  Mr.  Le- 
Strange did  not  live  to  celebrate  the 
victory.  His  lawyers  won  before  the 
Supreme  Court. 

As  important  as  the  LeStrange  case  is, 
it  is  far  from  a  complete  victory  for 
handicapped  victims  of  employment  dis- 
crimination. To  understand  why  this  is 
so,  one  must  take  a  look  at  another  case 
the  Supreme  Court  decided  on  the  same 
day,  just  before  it  rendered  its  deci- 
sion in  the  LeStrange  case.  That  case 
is  Grove   City  College  v.  Bell 

The  Grove  City  College  case  did  not 
involve  Section  504,  at  least  directly. 
ITie  law  at  issue  in  Grove  City  College 
was  Section  901  of  the  Education  Amend- 
ments of  19  72.  Like  Section  5  04,  how- 
ever. Section  901  is  structured  along 
the  lines  of  Title  VI  of  the  Civil 
Rights  Act.  But  it  is  a  sex  discrimina- 
tion statute  applicable  to  certain  edu- 
cational institutions. 

Grove  City  College  is  a  fiercely  inde- 
pendent institution  that  rejected  most 
federal  financial  aid  programs  to  avoid 
governmental  interference.  However,  the 
college  did  have  students  who  received 
Basic  Educational  Opportunity  Grants 
(BEOG's)  from  the  U.S.  Department  of 
Education.  By  a  6  to  3  vote,  the  Court 
decided  that  student  receipt  of  a  BEOG 
was  enough  to  constitute  federal  finan- 
cial assistance  to  the  college. 

The  Court  then  went  on  to  note  that 
the  discrimination  must  involve  a  "pro- 
gram or  activity"  receiving  such  federal 
assistance.  In  the  Grove  City  College 
case,  the  Court  decided  to  take  a  very 
narrow  view  of  what  constitutes  a  "pro- 
gram or  activity."  The  Court  therefore 
found  that  the  college  as  a  whole  did 
not  have    to   comply  with  Section   901  of 
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the  Education  Amendments.  Instead,  the 
Court  held  that  only  the  school's  finan- 
cial aid  program  was  subject  to  the 
nondiscrimination       strictures.  Later 

that  day,  the  Supreme  Court  imposed  this 
same  "program  or  activity"  test  into  its 
decision  in  the  LeStrangecase. 

It   therefore   appears   that  the  heirs  of 
Thomas  LeStrange  will  have  to  go  back  to 
the    lower    courts    to    show    that   the    al- 
leged     job     discrimination     against     Le- 
Strange   involved    one   of   Conrail's    pro- 
grams    or     activities     that    actually     re- 
ceived    federal     assistance.        Not    only 
will  Mx.   LeStrange' s   heirs  have   to  prove 
this    in  order   to  win   their  case,  but  all 
other   handicapped    complainants    in  Sec- 
tion   5  04     job    discrimination    cases    will 
also    have    to  overcome   the    "program  or 
activity"    test.      It  may  well  be   that  the 
"program    or    activity"    test  will   be    ap- 
plied   in    the    future    to    all    5  04    cases  — 
not  just  to  those   involving  job  discrim- 
ination.      It    now    appears    that   an   em- 
ployer    receiving     federal     assistance     in 
one   of    its   departments  may    be    able    to 
deny    a    job     to    an    otherwise    qualified 
blind    applicant    for    a    job    with    one    of 
its     other     departments.        Although     the 
Supreme   Court   has    finally    decided    that 
handicapped    individuals    may    bring    em- 
ployment    discrimination     cases,     it    wUl 
often    be    difficult    to    win     such    cases. 
With    this    in   mind,    it    is    important    to 
re-emphasize  the  need   to  obtain  legisla- 
tion    to    provide     for     coverage    of     the 
blind     under     Title     VII     of      the     Civil 
Rights     Act.         Title     VII    now     provides 
comprehensive  protection  against  employ- 
ment    discrimination     for    minorities     and 
women.    The  Federation  has  been  working 
long      and     hard     on      this      legislation. 
These    efforts    need    to    be    increased    or 
there  will   continue    to   be   large   gaps   in 


the  protection  of  our  employment  rights. 

WTiile  this  article  has  focused  on 
Section  504  of  the  Rehabilitation  Act, 
the  Grove  Citv  College  and  LeStrange 
cases  may  well  provide  an  interesting 
future  to  a  heretofore  dormant  law  that 
provides  some  important  protection  for 
blind  students.  The  statute  in  question 
is  Section  90  4  of  the  Education  Amend- 
ments of  19  72. 

Under  the  Grove  Citv  College  and 
LeStrange  cases,  it  would  appear  that  an 
educational  institution  may  be  barred 
from  discriminating  against  the  handi- 
capped in  one  of  its  programs  or  activi- 
ties—such as  its  financial  aid  program, 
but  it  would  presumably  be  able  to  dis- 
criminate in  other  programs  or  activi- 
ties—perhaps even  in  its  admissions 
process  with  respect  to  such  programs. 
This  would,  of  course,  be  a  significant 
setback.  Section  90  4  of  the  Education 
Amendments,  however,  would  appear  to 
prevent  such  a  result  with  respect  to 
blind  students.  Specifically,  Section 
90  4  reads  as  follows: 

"No  person  in  the  United  States  shall, 
on  the  ground  of  blindness  or  severely 
impaired  vision,  be  denied  admission  in 
any  course  of  study  by  a  recipient  of 
federal  financial  assistance  for  any 
education  program  or  activity,  but  no- 
thing herein  shall  be  construed  to  re- 
quire any  such  instifJtion  to  provide 
any  special  services  to  such  person 
because  of  his  blindness  or  visual  im- 
pairment." 

Until  recently,  this  statute  has  been 
thou^t  to  be  redundant  to  Section  504 
of  the  Rehabilitation  Act.  The  Depart- 
ment of  Education  has  issued  no  regula- 
tions to  implement  this  statute,  and  no 
reported  cases  have  been  brou^t  under 
it.       A    careful    reading    of    Section    904 


22  4 


THE    BRAILLE   MONITOR 


indicates  that  Section  904  bars  discrim- 
ination against  the  blind  in  all  courses 
of  instruction  offered  by  a  recipient  of 
federal  funds  for  one  or  more  of  its 
educational  programs  or  activities.  In 
this    respect,    Section   90  4    is    structured 


more  broadly  than  Section  5  04.  In  light 
of  the  Supreme  court  cases  discussed  in 
this  article,  it  may  well  be  necessary 
to  find  out  just  exactly  what  this  stat- 
ute may  mean  to  us  in  the  future. 


U.S.  SUPREME  COURT  RULES  ON  TWO  CASES 
AFFECTING  SECTION  504: 

REMARKS  BY  SENATOR  DOLE 


From  the  Congressional  Record.  Wed- 
nesday, February  29,  1984:  Mr.  Dole. 
Mr.  President,  yesterday,  the  Supreme 
Court  ruled  in  a  9  to  0  decision  that 
employment  is  covered  under  Section  5  04 
of  the  Rehabilitation  Act.  This  means 
in  essence  that  disabled  people  are 
guaranteed  protection  against  employment 
discrimination  and  that  the  federal 
funds  involved  do  not  have  to  be  speci- 
fically for  employment  purposes.  This 
decision  in  Consolidated  Rail  Corpora- 
tion against  LeStrange  represents  a 
major  victory  for  disabled  individuals 
throughout  this  country.  Any  recipient 
of  federal  funds  will  be  prohibited  from 
discriminating  against  the  handicapped, 
and  any  disabled  individual  who  is  found 
to  have  been  the  victim  of  discrimina- 
tion on  the  part  of  an  employer  is  en- 
titled to  a  private  right  of  action  and 
may  receive  back  pay  for  damages.  In 
essence,  yesterday's  Supreme  Court  deci- 
sion endorses  the  19  77  regulations  and 
19  78  amendments  that  Congress  passed  in 
conjunction  with  the  Rehabilitation  Act 
of  19  73. 


LEGISLATIVE  HISTORY  PREVAILS 

Mr.  President,  the  Supreme  Court  de- 
cision in  Consolidated  Rail  Corporation 
against  LeStrange,  upholds  the  intent  of 
the  Congress  with  regard  to  Section  504. 
Congress  enacted  Section  5  04  as  a  broad 
prohibition  of  discrimination  on  the 
basis  of  handicap  by  recipients  of  Fed- 
eral financial  assistance.  In  this 
case,  ConraU  contended  that  the  Reha- 
bilitation Act  limited  an  employment 
discrimination  action  against  a  federal 
grantee  to  cases  where  the  purpose  of 
the  federal  financial  assistance  was  to 
provide  employment. 

Even  without  the  elaboration  of  com- 
mittee and  conference  report  language, 
the  language  of  the  act  clearly  states 
its  purpose: 

"No  otherwise  qualified  handicapped 
individual. ..shall,  solely  by  reason  of 
his  handicap. ..be  subjected  to  discrim- 
ination under  any  program  or  activity 
receiving  federal  financial  assist- 
ance..." 

In    order    to    further   clarify    the    intent 
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of    the    Congress,    the    Senate    committee 
report  on  the  19  74  amendment  states: 

"It  was  clearly  the  intent  of  Congress 
in  adopting  ...  Section  5  04  (nondiscrim- 
ination) that  the  term  'handicapped 
individual'  in  that  section  was  not  to 
be  narrowly  limited  to  employment  (in 
the  case  of  Section  504)." 

In  fact,  the  entire  legislative  his- 
tory pursuant  to  the  enactment  of  the 
Rehabilitation  Act  and  later  amendments 
supports  the  assumption  that  employment 
discrimination  is  prohibited— this  was 
part  of  a  congressional  effort  to  insure 
the  effectiveness  of  the  vocational 
rehabilitation  programs  which  are  pro- 
vided for  in  the  same  Act.  References 
to  the  Rehabilitation  Act  have  always 
been  underlined  by  the  premise  that 
Congress  intended  to  prohibit  employment 
discrimination. 

COMPARISON  TO  GROVE  CITY  CASE 

While    I    applaud    the   Supreme   Court's 
decision    in   LeStrage,    I   am   very   disap- 
pointed by  another  decision  handed  down 
by    the    Supreme  Court   yesterday    in    the 
case   of  Grove  City  College   against  Bell. 
At   issue   in  Grove  City  was   the   scope  of 
Title   IX  of  the  Education  Amendments  of 
19  72,  which  prohibits   sex  discrimination 
in    educational    programs    receiving    fed- 
eral   aid.     The  Court  held   that  Title   IX 
is    "program    specific,"     that    it    applies 
only   to  those   specific  programs  directly 
affected    by    federal    moneys    instead    of 
the     entire      institution     benefiting     from 
the    federal    funds.     Thus,    for    instance, 
if    the    only    federal    aid    received    by    a 
school     is    student    financial    assistance, 
only    the    school's     financial    aid    office 
would    be     subject     to    Title     IX' s     anti- 
discrimination    mandate.         The     school 
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would  apparently  be  free  to  discriminate 
in  all  other  components  of  its  program- 
admissions  policies,  academic  counsel- 
ing, job  placement  services  to  name  a 
few— and  stUl  reap  the  benefits  of  tax- 
payer's money. 

Moreover,  I  fear  that  Grove  City  could 
open  the  door  for  federal  funding  of 
institutions  which  discriminate  on  the 
basis  of  race  and  handicap,  so  long  as 
the  specific  program  affected  by  the 
federal  moneys  was  operated  in  a  non- 
discriminatory manner.  The  federal 
statutes  which  prohibit  race  and  handi- 
cap discrimination  by  recipients  of 
federal  funds-Title  VI  and  Section 
5  04— contain  language  virtually  identi- 
cal to  that  contained  in  Title  IX. 
Thus,  while  LeStrange  represents  a  step 
forward  for  disabled  employees.  Grove 
City  may  take  them  two  steps  back.  For 
if  Grove  City  is  applied  to  Section  5  0  4, 
the  only  disabled  employees  protected 
will  be  those  working  in  those  specific 
programs  earmarked  for  federal  aid. 

VICTORY  FOR  DISABLED 

Mr.  President,  I  was  one  of  those 
members  of  Congress  who  was  very  active 
in  the  move  to  strengthen  the  civil 
rights  of  handicapped  Americans,  and  I 
am  proud  to  have  participated  in  this 
effort.  Over  the  last  decade,  we  have 
witnessed  tremendous  progress  in  the 
quality  of  services  and  training  pro- 
grams for  the  handicapped— in  the  re- 
moval of  architectural  and  transporta- 
tion barriers.  But  that  final  barrier- 
an  attitudinal  one— has  been  most  diffi- 
cult to  erase. 

This  historic  Supreme  Court  decision 
in  Consolidated  Rail  Corporation  against 
LeStrange    will    go    far    in    assuring    that 
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disabled  individuals  have  the  right  to 
participate  in  the  work  world  without 
having  to  face  discrimination  on  the 
basis  of  handicap.  This  protection  in 
the  law  has  now  been  endorsed  unanimous- 
ly by  the  Supreme  Court.  It  is  a  great 
step  in  the  movement  to  enable  our  dis- 
abled citizens  to  participate  in  the 
mainstream  of  American  community  life. 
All  they  have  ever  asked  is  an  equal 
chance  to  share  their  talents  with  the 
society  which  has  always  represented  the 
promise  of  opening  doors  to  allow  indi- 
viduals to  achieve  their  full  human 
potential. 

The  Senator   from  Kansas    is  pleased   to 


have  been  among  several  distinguished 
colleagues  who  joined  in  an  amicus  brief 
on  respondent's  side  of  the  Supreme 
Court  case  of  Consolidated  Rail  Corpora- 
tion against  LeStrange.  Those  members 
of  the  Senate  who  were  amicae  curiae 
along  with  myself  are  Senators  Cranston, 
Hatch,  Kennedy,  Pell,  Stafford,  and 
Weicker.  Having  been  somewhat  person- 
ally involved  in  this  case,  I  therefore 
applaud  the  Supreme  Court's  overwhelming 
endorsement  of  congressional  intent  with 
regard  to  Section  5  04  and  employment  of 
the  disabled— this  is  a  major  victory  of 
their  civil  rights. 


MORE  ABOUT  AIRLINES 
THIS  TIME   IT'S  CAPITOL 


It  continues  to  happen,  and  the  blind 
continue  to  grow  more  restive— and  also 
more  knowledgeable.  We  will  not  forever 
content  ourselves  with  mere  letter  writ- 
ing and  remonstrance.  We  have  tried 
humility,  patience,  reason,  publicity, 
and  legal  action.  The  time  is  now  at 
hand  to  try  something  else.  As  the 
tension  increases,  we  buUd  toward  ex- 
plosion: 


New  York,  New  York 
March   19,  19  84 


Mr.  George  M.  Kamats 
President  and  CEO 
Capitol  Airlines 


Smyrna  Airport 
Smyrna,  Tennessee 

Dear  Mr.  Kamats: 

On  March  3,  19  84,  I  flew  Capitol  Air- 
lines fliglit  219,  departing  JFK  Airport 
and  arriving  at  O'Hare  in  Chicago.  All 
went  well  until  I  arrived  at  the  board- 
ing desk  and  requested  a  seat  assign- 
ment. Ms.  Gail  Booth  asked  me  if  I  was 
totally  blind  or  partially  sighted.  I 
asked  her  why  she  needed  to  know  that 
and  further  stated  that  I  didn't  feel  it 
necessary  to  answer  such  a  question. 
Ms.  Rosemary  Werner  stated  that  it  was 
an  FAA  regulation.  I  responded  that  I 
was  formerly  an  Equal  Opportunity  Spe- 
cialist for  the  Office  for  Civil  Rights, 
and  I  doubted  whether  the  FAA  regulation 
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required  the  asking  of  such  a  question. 
I  was  then  informed  that  the  Capitol 
Airlines  flight  manual  required  that  I 
answer  this  question.  I  stated  that  I 
wouldn't.  Ms.  Werner  informed  me  that 
failure  to  do  so  would  result  in  my  not 
being  permitted  to  board  the  plane. 

Further  questioning  of  the  two  flight 
attendants  yielded  the  explanation  that 
this  information  would  tell  them  how 
much  help  I  would  need  on  the  flight.  I 
replied  that  a  statement  of  my  visual 
acuity  would  not,  in  fact,  give  them  any 
information  as  to  how  well  I  functioned. 

This  incident  took  place  in  the  pres- 
ence of  other  passengers  and  another 
flight  attendant,  who  took  the  opportun- 
ity to  indignantly  inform  me  that  one  of 
her  relatives  was  "a  handicapper"  but 
did  not  act  the  way  I  did. 

In  the  course  of  my  flight  I  dis- 
covered that  flight  personnel  do  not 
allow  passengers  to  keep  non-folding 
canes  with  them  during  departure  and 
arrival.  Also,  persons  with  dog  guides 
are  routinely  required  to  sit  in  bulk- 
head seating.  I  learned  this  from  Ms. 
Elena  Gomez,  Senior  Flight  Attendant  for 
flight  219. 

Mr.  Kamats,  I  found  this  whole  inci- 
dent to  be  embarrassing  and  an  invasion 
of  my  privacy.  I  feel  that  Capitol 
Airlines'  policy  violated  my  rights  as  a 
handicapped  person  by  unnecessarily 
treating  me  differently  from  the  rest  of 
the  passengers,  creating  a  scene,  and 
threatening  to  deny  me  access  to  the 
plane.  Before  I  take  further  action,  I 
would  like  the  following  information: 

1)  A   copy   of   the  FAA  regulation   that 

allegedly    requires    ground    crews    and/or 

flight    attendants     to     ask     about    visual 

acuity ; 

2 )  A  copy  of  the  manual  used  by   flight 


attendants    and    ground    personnel    justi- 
fying the  treatment  I  received; 

3 )  All  policy  statements  regarding  the 
stowing  of  canes  and  the  seating  assign- 
ment of  persons  with  dog  guides  ;  and 

4)  The  name,  address,  and  phone  number 
of  the  person  responsible  for  the  train- 
ing and  supervision  of  flight  attendants 
and  ground  crew. 

I  talked  extensively  with  Ms.  Werner 
on  the  plane  about  the  above-mentioned 
incident.  I  explained  that  many  totally 
blind  people  travel  often  and  are  famil- 
iar with  emergency  procedures  and  exits 
on  different  aircrafts,  while  many  peo- 
ple with  vision  have  difficulty  coping 
with  an  emergency  situation.  It  should 
not  automatically  be  assumed  that  all 
sighted  people  can  function  without 
assistance  and  all  totally  blind  people 
need  help.  A  suggestion  I  made  to  Ms. 
Werner  is  that  in  the  future  she  ask 
passengers  if  they  require  assistance 
and  understand  the  emergency  procedures 
rather  than  ask  them  how  much  vision 
they  have.  I  explained  that  one  of  the 
passengers  who  witnessed  the  scene  could 
have  been  a  potential  employer  who  would 
then  be  reluctant  to  hire  a  perfectly 
capable  handicapped  person  for  a  posi- 
tion requiring  travel.  To  her  credit, 
Ms.  Werner  was  distressed  by  the  inci- 
dent and  wanted  to  see  the  manual 
changed  to  reflect  my  suggestions. 

Mr.  Kamats,  I  am  a  member  of  the  Na- 
tional Federation  of  the  Blind,  the 
largest  organization  of  disabled  people 
in  the  United  States  (over  50,000  mem- 
bers). We  have  been  instrumental  in 
developing  appropriate  training  programs 
for  flight  personnel  and  in  passing 
appropriate  legislation  prohibiting  dis- 
crimination against  handicapped  persons. 
We  have  negotiated   and,  when  necessary, 
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sued  various  airlines  to  achieve  satis- 
factory procedures  for  serving  visually 
impaired  customers.  These  airlines  in- 
clude United,  Delta,  and  Frontier.  You 
may  wish  to  contact  Dr.  Kenneth  Jerni- 
gan.  President,  National  Federation  of 
the  Blind,  1800  Johnson  Street,  Balti- 
more, Maryland  21230.  You  may  telephone 
him  at  (301)  659-9314. 

I  am  enclosing  a  brochure  describing 
our  organization.  Furthermore,  my  areas 
of  expertise  are  training  and  develop- 
ment    and     legislation    concerning     the 


handicapped.  I  would  be  happy  to  con- 
sult with  you  on  any  training  programs 
you  decide  to  implement. 

I  am  looking  forward  to  receiving  the 
requested  documentation  and  would  be 
interested  to  hear  what  steps  have  been 
taken  to  insure  that  incidents  like  the 
one  I  described  will  not  be  repeated. 
Thank  you  for  your  cooperation. 

Cordially, 
Sharlene  Czaja 


PIEDMONT  AIRLINES  JOINS  THE  LIST 


Greensboro,  North  Carolina 
March   25,   1984 

Customer  Service  Department 
Piedmont  Airlines 
Winston-Salem,  North  Carolina 

Dear  Sir: 

I  have  flown  your  airline  on  several 
occasions.  Usually,  I  am  treated  cour- 
teously and  with  respect.  However,  to- 
day an  incident  happened  which  was  not 
in  that  vein.  I  believe  you  should  know 
about  it. 

I  flew  to  Charleston,  West  Virginia, 
this  weekend  to  attend  a  luncheon  honor- 
ing Senator  Jennings  Randolph.  My  trip 
to  Charleston  was  most  pleasant.  How- 
ever, the  return  was  not.  Upon  arriving 
at  the  Charleston  airport,  I  checked  in 
and  found  which  gate  the  plane  would  be 
using.  I  then  went  to  the  gate  with  no 
problem.     Upon  arriving,    I  was    asked    if 


assistance  was  needed.  Since  I  am  a 
competent  blind  person  trained  at  the 
art  of  traveling  independently,  I  stated 
no.  Despite  this,  my  request  was  not 
met.  The  arrival  in  Charlotte  for  a 
change  of  planes  was  peaceable  enough, 
but  upon  getting  into  the  main  building 
1  was  again  hounded  by  the  people  there. 
Again,  I  stated  no  assistance  was 
needed.  Any  time  I  wanted  to  move  from 
a  pay  phone  to  the  bar  or  the  bathroom 
someone  was  always  there.  This  despite 
the  fact  that  these  areas  were  and  are 
quite  near  one  another  in  that  terminal. 
The  Greensboro  arrival  was  much  the 
same.  I  was  told  by  the  stewardess  that 
I  should  wait  untU  everyone  had  de- 
planed. Well,  inasmuch  as  I  paid  the 
same  money  as  any  other  passenger  using 
the  same  legal  tender,  I  went  off  the 
plane  and  proceeded  into  the  building. 
Again,  I  stated  no  assistance  was 
needed. 
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After  stating  no  assistance  was 
needed,  I  was  followed  to  the  baggage 
area  and  to  the  limousine. 

My  problem  with  all  that  is  this.  A 
conscious  decision  made  by  me  was  to- 
tally ignored.  If  women  or  blacks  were 
similarly  treated,  one  should  expect 
large  piles  of  mail  from  any  and  all 
such  persons  wishing  such  treatment  to 
stop.  That  is  understandable.  One's 
dignity  and  self-respect  have  been  de- 
nied. One's  freedom  of  movement  which 
we  still  have,  I  believe,  is  gone.  Then 
there  are  the  deeper  more  philosophical 
issues.  Suppose  I  or  any  other  blind 
person  were  to  cross  paths  with  a  pas- 
senger who  had  seen  me  or,  for  that  mat- 
ter, any  blind  person  being  led  around 
an  airport.  Suppose  the  path  crossing 
dealt  with  possible  employment.  That 
person  might  well  remember  the  situation 


22  9^ 

and  would  understandably  fear  hiring  a 
blind  person.  Such  fears  are  not  found- 
ed; but  the  denial  would  inevitably  oc- 
cur. Should  this  be?  I  think  not.  In 
your  ads  you  indicate  that  you  are  the 
"up  and  coming  airline."  WUl  you  come 
up  then  to  recognize  blind  passengers  as 
true  equals?  Will  you  put  into  place 
policies  that  respect  the  dignity  and 
decisions  made  by  blind  passengers?  My 
sincere  hope  and  belief  is  that  the  an- 
swers to  these  questions  will  be  yes. 

Thank  you  for  your  time  and  attention 
to  this  matter.  I  look  forward  to  hear- 
ing from  you  soon. 

Sincerely, 

Byron  Sykes,  President 

National   Federation   of    the  Blind 

of  North  Carolina 


IMPRESSIONS  OF  THE  MARCH  ON  WASHINGTON 
FROM  OHIO 


(Note:  Each  year,  as  Federationists 
know,  members  of  the  organized  blind 
movement  from  throu^out  the  country 
gather  in  the  nation's  capitol  toward 
the  end  of  January  to  educate  the  pub- 
lic, speak  with  members  of  Congress,  and 
inform  officials  of  the  Executive  Branch 
of  government  about  what  the  blind  are 
thinking  and  what  we  believe  should  be 
done.  This  year's  March  was  undoubtedly 
the  biggest  and  best  we  have  ever  had. 
Although  we  dealt  with  legislation  to 
prevent     insurance    discrimination,    mini- 


mum wages  for  blind  shop  workers,  and 
reform  of  the  Javits-Wagner-O'Day  Act 
(as  well  as  a  variety  of  other  issues), 
our  principal  thrust  was  concerned  with 
the  protection  of  the  Randolph- Sheppard 
vending  program. 

We  had  representatives  from  almost  all 
of  the  states,  and  there  was  a  general 
sense  of  enthusiasm  and  accomplishment 
as  the  week  progressed.  All  of  us  were 
strengthened  in  our  commitment  and  dedi- 
cation to  the  cause. 

One   of   the   states  which   sent  a   large 
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delegation  was  Ohio.  The  following 
article  is  taken  from  the  March,  19  84, 
issue  of  the  Buckeye  Bulletia  the  offi- 
cial publication  of  the  National  Federa- 
tion of  the  Blind  of  Ohio.  It  gives 
impressions  from  various  members  of  the 
Ohio  delegation  and  shows  how  our  move- 
ment is  increasingly  touching  the  lives 
of  the  blind  of  the  nation:) 


BARBARA  KEY 


This  year  I  was  fortunate  not  orUy  to 
attend  but  to  participate  in  the  Nation- 
al Federation  of  the  Blind  March  on 
Washington.  This  was  my  first  exposure 
to  the  NFB  on  a  national  level  even 
though  I  had  been  active  in  the  vendors 
chapter  for  thirteen  years. 

I  was  truly  shocked  when  I  found  that 
the  vendors  actively  supporting  the  NFB 
in  Washington  were  in  the  minority.  We 
vendors  think  that  we  are  so  strong  and 
that  nothing  can  harm  us. 

That  illusion  was  shattered  for  me 
with  the  attempt  by  GSA  to  open  the  fed- 
eral buildings  to  the  fast  food  chains 
in  December.  I  thought,  "How  in  the 
world  are  we  going  to  fight  this?"  In 
Vi^ashington  I  found  out.  We  vendors  did 
not  and  could  not  fight  this  battle 
alone. 

I  overheard  a  conversation  between  two 
members  of  the  Federation.  One  asked, 
"Why  should  we  go  to  all  this  trouble 
for  the  vendors?  They  don't  care  what 
happens  to  the  rest  of  us.  They  only 
care  about  themselves."  The  other  re- 
plied, "I  know  they  don't  care  but  they 
are  blind  just  like  the  rest  of  us  and 
what  affects  them  concerns  us  all." 
Those  words   hit   home.       I   knew    it  was 


time    to   evaluate  what   it   truly  means  to 
be  a  member  of  the  NFB. 

From  then  on  I  listened,  watched,  and 
learned  as  individual  members  of  the  NFB 
moved  and  thought  like  one  huge  brain, 
heart,  and  voice  to  prevent  something 
terrible  from  happening  to  fellow  blind 
persons. 

Never  again  will  I  be  smug  and  com- 
placent because  I  am  a  vendor.  We  need 
the  Federation  and  the  Federation  de- 
serves the  same  complete  commitment  from 
blind  vendors  that  they  gave  us  in  Wash- 
ington. 

I  was  impressed  by  the  organisation  of 
the  March  by  the  Federationists  in 
charge.  Everything  moved  like  clock- 
work. When  it  was  decided  at  the  Sunday 
night  briefing  that  we  would  demonstrate 
in  front  of  the  Department  of  Educa- 
tion—on behalf  of  vendors— the  pieces 
all  fell  into  place.  Teamwork  pre- 
vailed. Signs  were  made  and  the  details 
finalized.  When  the  public  relations 
committee,  headed  by  Barbara  Pierce,  had 
to  revise  press  sheets  they  were  done  on 
time  and  ready  for  the  press.  And  when 
we  went  into  a  congressman's  office  we 
were  greeted  warmly  and  they  knew  who  we 
were  and  what  the  Federation  stands  for. 
It  was  all  a  complete  revelation  to  me 
and  I  was  more  convinced  than  ever  that 
I  wanted  to  be  an  active,  vital  part  of 
this  NFB. 

We  as  vendors  need  more  active  par- 
ticipation, not  only  in  vendors  chapters 
but  in  our  local  NFB  chapters. 

BRUCE  POWELSCW 

The  highpoints  of  my  impressions  of 
the  recent  March  on  Washington  are  as 
follows: 

The    significant    amount   of   prior  work 
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and  organization  which  preceded  our  phy- 
sical trip  to  Washington  was  obvious. 

The  professionally  well  organized  way 
in  which  the  assembling  and  distribution 
of  materials  went  was  very  obvious. 

The  way  in  which  the  NFB  delegates 
were  received  and  heard  in  the  offices 
on  Capitol  Hill  was  obviously  the  result 
of  a  well-established  rapport  between  an 
interested  representative  and  a  well- 
informed  and  powerful  organization. 

While  the  trip  (my  first)  to  the  Na- 
tional Center  was  very  inspiring  and 
enlightening,  as  well  as  a  source  of 
pride,  the  whole  adventure  in  Washington 
were  those  things  plus  an  awakening 
event  to  me  in  all  ways. 

KEN  VELKOVICH 

First  of  all,  I  considered  it  an  honor 
that  the  NFB  of  Cincinnati  chose  me  to 
represent  them  in  Washington.  I  only 
joined  the  chapter  last  October  but  had 
known  about  the  NFB  from  someone  I  met 
at  Pilot  Dogs  four  years  ago.  But  I 
didn't  think  I  needed  to  be  involved  in 
an  organization  of  the  blind.  About  a 
year  ago  I  had  some  difficulties  in 
being  allowed  to  take  my  dog  guide  in  a 
restaurant     in     northern     Kentucky.  I 

turned  to  the  local  Federation  chapter 
for  assistance  and  found  help.  I  then 
began  thinking  and  talking  to  NFB  mem- 
bers and  then  I  joined  the  Cincinnati 
Chapter. 

The  five  days  I  spent  in  Washington 
were  very  interesting  and  educational 
and  helped  me  to  understand  what  the  NFB 
is  all  about.  I  learned  much  from  at- 
tending the  public  relations  seminar  and 
hope  to  work  in  that  area  in  my  Cincin- 
nati Chapter.  I  felt  that  the  Congress- 
men,   on    the    whole,    are    interested    in 


what   their   constituents  have   to   say   and 
are  willing  to  help  as  much  as  possible. 

I  met  Federation  members  from  all 
across  the  country  and  made  some  new 
friends.  I  hope  I  have  the  opportunity 
to  go  on  another  March. 

DAVID  SAMSON 

I  had  attended  one  of  the  earlier 
Mar  dies  in  19  75  and  since  then  had  been 
unable  to  go  because  of  my  work  commit- 
ment. What  a  long  way  we  have  come  in 
organizing  the  March  on  Washington.  The 
experience  and  expertise  of  leaders  in 
the  NFB  were  evident.  Everything  moved 
smoothly  and  professionally.  When  a 
decision  was  made  to  change  our  tactics 
it  was  done.  When  new  fact  sheets  had 
to  be  written,  printed,  and  distributed, 
it  was  done.  When  signs  had  to  be  de- 
veloped and  made  once  it  was  decided 
that  we  would  picket  the  Department  of 
Education,  it  was  done. 

If  you  think  you  know  about  legisla- 
tion from  reading  the  Monitor  and  dis- 
cussions in  chapter  meetings,  you  cer- 
tainly learn  much  more  by  going  on  the 
March  on  Washington. 

BRIAN  BLAIR 

There  were  many  things  I  learned  and 
experienced  during  the  four  days  in 
Washington.  As  a  new  Federationist,  I 
feel  that  this  was  one  of  the  more  im- 
portant experiences  that  I  have  had.  It 
had  made  me  a  stronger  Federationist, 
understanding  even  more  the  necessity 
for  our  movement. 

The  briefings  helped  me  to  more  in- 
telligendy  discuss  the  issues  that  af- 
fect the  blind  with  our  congressmen. 

I  was  able  to  meet  some  of  our  nation- 
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al  leaders  such  as  Dr.  Jernigan  and  Mr. 
Gashel.  I  toured  the  National  Center  in 
Baltimore.  How  proud  the  blind  can  be 
of  our  Center.  I  made  some  new  friends, 
ones  that  I  hope  to  see  in  Phoenix.  I 
participated  in  our  information  picket 
in  front  of  the  Department  of  Education 
to  gain  public  attention  and  pressure  to 
bear  on  the  Secretary  of  Education  to 
revise  the  regulations  so  that  the  blind 
priority  for  vending  facilities  in  fed- 
eral buildings  in  the  Randolph-Sheppard 
Act  would  no  longer  be  threatened. 

While  these  events  all  served  for  mak- 
ing an  exciting  week,  I  feel  the  most 
important  thing  I  learned  out  of  all  of 
this  is  the  need  for  collective  action 
on  a  national  level.  In  December,  when 
the  GSA  (General  Services  Administra- 
tion) extended  invitations  to  fast  food 
chains  to  lease  space  in  federal  build- 
ings, thus  excluding  competitive  bidding 
by  the  blind  vendors,  quick  action  taken 
by  our  national  leadership  caused  GSA  to 
withdraw  its  proposal.  If  the  blind  of 
this  nation  were  not  organized  into  a 
national  movement,  this  would  have  been 
virtually  impossible.  Let  it  be  noted 
that  the  ACB  (American  Council  of  the 
Blind)  took  a  wait-and-see  and  have-a- 
nice-day  attitude  — but  no  action. 

Before  we  left  Washington  we  learned 
that  nine  congressmen  (one  Ohioan,  Con- 
gressman Doug  Applegate)  had  already  co- 
sponsored  our  fair  coverage  insurance 
bUl.  This  demonstrated  to  me  that  col- 
lectively we  can  have  a  positive  impact. 
By  taking  part  in  the  NFB  we  no  longer 
have  to  be  content  with  what  is  being 
done  to  us  which  is  not  often  in  our 
best  interest.  We  can  take  an  active 
part  in  shaping  our  future. 

BARBARA  PIERCE 


Wrap  up  on  the  March  activities... 
Each  year  the  pace  on  the  March  in- 
creases, and  on  the  way  home  I  tell 
myself  we  have  hit  top  speed  this  year 
and  next  we  will  have  to  slow  down.  I 
hope  I  am  right  for  once,  because  I  do 
not  see  how  the  Ohio  delegation  can 
crowd  anything  more  into  the  three  days 
of  the  March  than  we  did  this  year. 

Ken  Velkovich  and  I  went  two  days 
early  to  participate  in  the  Public  Rela- 
tions Workshop.  The  agenda  that  Ralph 
Sanders  and  I  had  planned  had  to  be 
scrapped  less  than  a  week  before  because 
of  fast  moving  developments  on  the  vend- 
ors scene.  We  decided  to  use  the  work- 
shop as  an  opportunity  for  participants 
to  work  their  way  through  a  real  PR 
situation  learning  how  to  look  at  it  and 
how  to  capitalize  on  it.  This  decision 
is  the  biggest  single  reason  that  the 
impact  of  the  demonstration  on  the  De- 
partment of  Education  was  so  great.  I 
was  sorry  that  more  Ohioans  could  not  be 
present  at  the  workshop. 

The  weather  for  the  demonstration  on 
Wednesday  was  clear  and  very  cold.  It 
is  a  matter  of  pride  with  me  to  lose  my 
voice  at  all  demonstrations.  This  time, 
however,  I  was  not  on  the  line  long 
enou^  to  do  so.  I  joined  it  late  be- 
cause of  press  interviews,  and  I  had  no 
sooner  warmed  up  with  a  few  chants  when 
I  was  called  back  to  press  headquarters 
to  deal  with  an  avalanche  of  calls  from 
around  the  country.  Federationists  had 
done  their  work  so  well  that  local  news- 
papers and  Washington  bureau  people  from 
radio  and  t.v.  stations  were  clamoring 
for  in-depth  discussions  of  the  issue. 
The  most  amusing  conversation  I  had 
though  was  on  the  line  when  I  had  to 
stop  and  explain  our  problem  to  a  woman 
from   the   PR    office   of   the  Department  of 
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Education.  That  staff  had  no  idea  that 
when  they  came  to  work  in  the  morning 
that  the  sky  was  going  to  fall  on  them, 
and  they  could  find  no  one  in  the  De- 
partment to  explain  things  to  them.  We 
are,  after  all,  an  organization  that 
works  to  educate  the  public,  so  I  de- 
cided to  include  the  Department  of  Edu- 
cation in  the  group  to  be  educated. 


Without  doubt,  this  was  the  best,  the 
most  effective,  the  most  exciting  March 
on  Washington  we  have  ever  had.  Even 
the  long  ride  home  was  full  of  laughter 
and  fun.  These  nationwide  activities 
are  not  for  the  faint-hearted  or  the 
weak,  but  they  are  among  the  best  learn- 
ing opportunities  and  most  stimulating 
experiences  that  the  Federation  offers. 


THE  QUESTION  OF  HALF  FARES 


Oaklawn,    Illinois 

March    17,  1984 

To  The  Editor  of  the  Braille  Monitoc 

I  would  like  to  respond  to  articles 
which  have  appeared  recendy  in  the 
Monitor  concerning  half  fares  on  public 
transit  for  blind  passengers.  The  gen- 
tleman who  wrote  because  he  was  insulted 
by  a  trairmian's  insisting  that  he  pay 
the  half  fare  should  pay  the  full  fare 
if  he  wants  to.  He  is  certainly  famil- 
iar with  the  trains  and  buses  and  is 
paid  well  by  the  CTA.  Not  all  of  us  are 
fortunate  enough  to  have  good  mobility 
skills,  a  knowledge  of  the  train  routes, 
or  have  a  high  paying  job.  Many  people 
like  myself  are  working  only  part-time 
and  really  do  need  and  appreciate  the 
half  fares.  I  am  not  sure  that  paying 
half  fare  really  hurts  the  image  of 
blind  people  either.  I  believe  that  it 
depends  on  my  attitude  and  my  work  out- 
put to  make  a  positive  impression. 

Sincerely, 


Baltimore,  Maryland 
March  28,  1984 

Dear  : 

This  will  reply  to  and  thank  you  for 
your  letter  of  March  17,  19  84,  concern- 
ing half  fares  on  trains  and  other  forms 
of  transportation.  I  think  that  nobody 
would  quarrel  with  the  right  of  an  indi- 
vidual to  pay  half  fare  when  such  is 
permitted  and  when  the  individual  has 
need  to  do  so.  It  is  another  thing  (as 
in  the  case  you  cited)  for  a  person  to 
be  told  that  he  is  compelled  to  pay  half 
fare  even  if  he  does  not  want  to  and 
regardless  of  his  ability  to  pay  the 
full  fare.  It  seems  to  me  that  it  does 
hurt  the  im.age  of  blind  people  if  an 
individual  attempts  to  pay  the  full  fare 
and  is  publicly  told  that  he  may  not  do 
so  and  is  then  lectured  for  not  being 
humble  and  grateful. 

Regardless  of  the  circumstances,  there 
is  probably  some  damage  to  the  image  of 
the    blind    when    we    are    given    reduced 
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fares  across  the  board  just  because  we 
are  blind.  This  must  be  weighed  off 
against  the  need  of  the  individual  and 
the  short  term  gain.  Over  the  long  run 
it  would  seem  to  be  better  for  the  blind 
to  be  able  to  have  enough  money  to  go 
first-class  and  pay  full  fare  like 
everybody    else.       It    is    often   difficult 


to  strike  the  proper  balance  between 
short  term  need  and  long  term  gain. 
Nevertheless,  we  must  try ;  and  we  must 
do  it  with  understanding,  compassion, 
and  scrupulous  self-honesty. 

The  Editor 


HOW  SHOULD  PRINT  LETTERS  BE  PRESENTED  TO  THE  BLIND 


Dr.  Abraham  Nemeth,  who  needs  no  in- 
troduction to  Monitor  readers,  recently 
sent  a  letter  to  President  Jernigan: 


Detroit,  Michigan 
March   25,  1984 

"Dear  Dr.  Jernigan: 

"From  tim.e  to  time,  in  the  course  of 
reading  Braille  material  published  by 
the  American  Printing  House  for  the 
Blind,  I  become  aware  of  a  practice 
which  greatly  disturbs  me.  I  became 
aware  of  this  practice  again  while  read- 
ing the  Braille  Monitor  of  December, 
19  83,  and  would  like  to  bring  it  to  your 
attention.  It  occurred  in  Part  II  on 
page  9  9.  In  the  directions  portion  of 
the  recipe  for  Irish  Soda  Bread,  the 
following  sentence  occurs:  'with  a  sharp 
knife  cut  an  X  about  one-fourth  inch 
deep  through  the  center  and  to  the 
edges.'  If  you  look  at  the  indicated 
footnote,  you  will  find  there  nothing 
more  than  a  raised -line  drawing  of  the 
letter  X  as  it  appears  in  print,  fol- 
lowed by  the  Braille  version  of  this 
letter. 


"What  disturbs  me  is  the  implication 
that  blind  people  are  so  out  of  touch 
with  the  sighted  world  that  they  do  not 
know  the  shapes  of  ordinary  letters. 
Our  everyday  use  of  the  English  language 
is  full  of  references  to  the  shapes  of 
letters,  such  as  a  C-Qamp,  an  I-Beam, 
an  S-Hook,  a  T-Bone  Steak,  a  U-Turn,  a 
V-Neck,  and  others.  Whenever  such  an 
expression  occurs  in  Braille,  the  Ameri- 
can Printing  House  (in  the  manner  of 
knee-jerk  reflex)  indicates  a  footnote 
following  such  an  expression  and  pro- 
vides a  raised-line  drawing  of  the  let- 
ter in  the  footnote.  I  find  this  prac- 
tice both  patronizing  and  demeaning  and 
would  like  to  see  it  end.  It  is  cer- 
tainly inappropriate  for  the  caliber  of 
people  who  are  NFB  members  and  who  read 
the  Braille  MonitoL 

"You  are  free  to  use  my  name  as  well 
as  any  part  or  all  of  this  letter.  I 
enjoyed  meeting  you  in  Washington  during 
the  English  Braille  Conference  in  Sep- 
tember of  19  82. 
"With  best  wishes  to  you,  I  am. 

"Cordially, 
"Abraham  Nemeth" 
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A  DEFINITION  OF  "WE": 
A  UNITED  EFFORT  OF  ONE  MOVEMENT 

by  David  J.  Walker 


(Note:  David  Walker  is  an  active 
Fedeiationist  and  leader  in  the  state  of 
Missouri. ) 

A  peoples'  movement  organized  for  the 
purpose  of  improving  the  lives  of  those 
people  who  share  a  common  character- 
istic—in our  case  blindness— should 
work  as  one  single  movement,  containing 
many  integral  components.  Each  compon- 
ent playing  an  important  role  in  the 
total  outcome  of  efforts  of  the  move- 
ment. The  main  components  in  our  move- 
ment are  the  people  who  make  up  the 
chapters,  which  are  the  components  mak- 
ing up  our  state  affiliates,  and  the 
state  affiliates  are  the  components 
which  make  up  our  total  national  move- 
ment. 

Too  many  times  I  have  people  refer  to 
the  local  chapter  as  "us,"  and  to  the 
state  affiliate  as  "them."  This  problem 
does  not  stop  at  the  local  but  extends 
to  the  national  level  in  that  many  state 
affiliates  refer  to  themselves  as  "us," 
and  to  the  national  level  as  "them."  I 
have  even  observed  cases  where  one  state 
affiliate  views  another  of  our  affili- 
ates as  if  it  were  totally  foreign  to 
our  movement.  This  has  also  been  the 
case  between  local  chapters  within  a 
state  affiliate.  In  order  that  we  func- 
tion and  succeed  as  one  total  movement, 
we  must  understand  that  each  individual 
is  an  integral  part  of  the  local,  state, 
and     national     levels;     that    each     local 


chapter  is  an  integral  part  of  the  state 
and  national  levels;  that  each  state 
affiliate  is  an  integral  part  of  our 
national  organization.  In  other  words, 
the  National  Federation  of  the  Blind  is 
made  up  of  state  affiliates,  which  are 
made  up  of  local  chapters,  which  are 
made  up  of  blind  persons  working  to- 
gether in  a  common  effort  very  similar 
to  that  of  a  large  national  corporate 
effort. 

A  large  automobile  corporation  is  made 
up  of  people  on  all  levels.  Each  plant, 
dealership,  engineering  center,  etc.  are 
very  much  like  local  chapters.  Each 
automobile  division  is  very  much  like 
our  state  affiliates:  each  offering  a 
somewhat  different  product,  but  yet 
major  units  of  the  national  organiza- 
tion. The  president,  top  ranking  offi- 
cials, and  the  board  of  directors  of  the 
corporation  are  like  our  president, 
officers,  and  board  of  directors  provid- 
ing leadership  and  direction  to  the 
organization. 

All  people  at  all  levels  work  together 
to  produce  a  product,  market  a  product, 
and  sell  a  product  which  makes  a  profit 
for  the  corporation.  This  profit  re- 
turns to  the  people  in  the  way  of  in- 
creases in  wages,  improved  benefit  pack- 
ages, and  job  security.  Our  organiza- 
tion works  in  the  same  way.  All  members 
at  all  levels  work  together  to  produce 
positive  attitudes  and  reduce  discrimin- 
ation,   create    legislation    to    benefit    the 
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blind,  improve  educational  and  employ- 
ment opportunities  for  the  blind,  and 
the  return  is  improved  lives  for  all  the 
blind  through  a  united  and  stronger 
organization. 

Just  as  the  large  automobile  corpora- 
tions have  their  service  warranties  as  a 
mechanism  to  outline  and  maintain  serv- 
ice policy,  we  have  our  national  consti- 
tution to  outline  and  maintain  uniform 
policy  throughout  the  organization. 
Just  as  important  as  the  service  war- 
ranty is  the  labor  contract.  This  con- 
tract provides  an  agreement  between  the 
workers  and  the  corporate  leaders,  all 
taking  part  in  this  binding  agreement. 
We  also  have  a  similar  agreement.  We  as 
individual  members  in  convention  assem- 
bled have  ratified  an  agreement  between 
our     state     affiliates     and     our    national 


leadership  level. 

As  the  automobile  corporations  have 
grown  and  survived  hard  times,  so  has 
the  National  Federation  of  the  Blind. 
As  the  automobile  corporations  and  their 
individual  workers  and  divisions  have 
united  to  compete  and  overcome  the 
threat  of  foreign  dominance,  we  have 
also  united  to  compete  and  overcome  the 
threat  of  dominance  by  those  who  wish  to 
keep  us  second-class  citizens  and  de- 
stroy our  organization.  Yes,  we  have 
united,  and  we  have  prevailed,  but  we 
must  not  become  too  complacent  with  our 
success.  We  must  reflect  upon  our  past 
mistakes  and  weaknesses,  understand  our 
strength  as  a  united  movement,  and  go 
forward  as  an  even  more  united  organiza- 
tion remembering  "WE"  are  the  organized 
blind  movement. 
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RECIPES 
WACKY  CAKE 


by  Patricia  Eschbach 

Directions:      Sift  following  into  8  inch  cake  pan  (ungreased): 
1  Vi  cups  flour 
1   cup  sugar 
3  tablespoons  cocoa 
1   teaspoon  soda 
Vi  teaspoon  salt 


Over  this  pour: 
1    tablespoon  oil 
1    teaspoon  vanilla 

Finally,  mix  and  pour: 

1    cup  water 

1    tablespoon  vinegar 

Mix  with  a  fork  until  mixture  is  smooth.  Bake  at  350 

degrees  for  25  minutes.  Cake  will  be  very  dark  and  rich. 
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ELEGANT  FROSTING 


by  Patricia  Eschbach 


Ingredients:     VA  cups  sugar 

1   cup  evaporated  milk 

5  squares  Bakers'  Unsweetened  Chocolate 

Vi  cup  butter 

1    teaspoon  vanilla 

Directions:  Combine  sugar  and  milk  in  heavy  saucepan.  Bring  to  a  boil, 
stirring  constantly.  Reduce  heat,  simmer  6  minutes  with- 
out stirring.  Remove  from  heat.  Add  chocolate;  stir  to 
blend.  Stir  in  butter  and  vanilla.  Chill  until  mixture  begms 
to  thicken.  Beat  until  thick  and  creamy.  Makes  enough  to 
fill  and  frost  8-9  inch  layer  cake. 


SPINACH  CASSEROLE 

by  Arlene  Gasliel 

Ingredients:     2    10  ounce  packages  frozen  chopped  spinach,  thawed  and 
drained 

2  cups  cream  style  cottage  cheese 
1/2  cup  butter,  cut  in  pieces 

Wi  cups  cheese  (any  kind),  cubed 

3  eggs  beaten 
V4  cup  flour 

1    teaspoon  salt 

Directions:  Combine  all  ingredients  thoroughly.  Pour  into  greased 
crock  pot.  Cook  on  high  for  1  hour.  Turn  to  low  and  cook 
for  4-5  hours.  You  can  also  cook  it  in  an  oven  at  350 
degrees  to  400  degrees  for  1  hour  and  then  at  200  degrees 
for  3-4  hours. 


HAM -CHEESE  DELIGHT 

by  Judy  Daufney 

(Note:  Judy  Daufney  is  an  active  Federatiunist  from  South  Dakota.  Here 
is  a  recipe  which  is  certain  to  please.) 
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Ingredients: 


Directions: 


V2  cup  chopped  onion 

2  cups  chopped  cooked  ham 

3  eggs  shghtly  beaten 

1   cup  shredded  cheddar  cheese  (sharp  American) 
2/3  cup  fine  cracker  crumbs 
1 1/2  cups  milk 
pepper 
1   can  mushrooms,  drained 

Mix  well.  Turn  into  buttered  10  inch  x  6  inch  x  Wi  inch 
(8  inch  X  8  inch)  baking  dish.  Bake  at  350  degrees  for  1 
hour. 


eooeoeeo90<s>scceeoooceccoo 


MONITOR  MINIATURES  O  O  O  O  O  O 

OWhen  Are  Wages  Slave  Wages?: 

Under  date  of  March   11,    19  84,  David 
Stayer,  who    is   the  President  of  the  NFB 
of  New  York,  wrote  as  follows  to  Salva- 
tor   GuUo    of    the   United   Cerebral    Palsy 
Association  of  Nassau  County,  New  York: 
De  ar  Mr.  Gullo : 
I   am  writing  because    several  members 
of  our  organization  who  are  employed  in 
your  workshop  have  expressed  some  major 
concerns.       It    is  my   understanding    that 
these  Federationists  have  been  receiving 
less    than    thirty-five   cents   an  hour   for 
work   done.      To    say    the    least,    this    is 
appalling.        No    person    should    receive 
these    so-called    wages     for    work    which 
your    agency    has    subcontracted.       I    am 
asking    that    you   meet  with  me    and    the 
blind  persons  who  arc  employed   in  your 
workshop   so   that   this  despicable   situa- 
tion can  be  corrected.     I  am  also  asking 
that   the   Commission    for    the  Blind   and 
Visually     Handicapped      discontinue      the 
practice     of     placing     blind     persons     in 


slave  labor.     I  hope  your  response  to  my 
request  will  be  prompt. 

ORon  Byrd  Honored: 

Ronald  Byrd,  one  of  the  leaders  of  the 
Texas  affiliate,  was  honored  at  a  spe- 
cial luncheon  in  Dallas  February  21, 
19  84.  Dallas  Mayor  A.  Starke  Taylor 
presented  Mr.  Byrd  with  the  Mayor's 
Citation  for  Meritorious  Service. 
Janice  (Mrs.  Byrd)  says:  "Quite  nat- 
urally, Ronda,  age  3,  and  I  were  present 
and  extremely  proud."  Early  in  Match 
Ron  Byrd  was  nominated  by  State  Repre- 
sentative Jesse  Oliver  as  Outstanding 
Young  Man  of  the  Year  19  84.  It  is  clear 
that  Ronald  Byrd  is  receiving  recogni- 
tion as  a  rising  leader  and  contributing 
citizen  in  his  community. 

ONew  NAC  Director  Visits: 

Dennis  L.  Hartenstine,  who  has  been 
appointed  Executive  Director  of  the 
National  Accreditation  Council  for  Agen- 
cies Serving  the  Blind  and  Visually 
Handicapped    (NAC),    visited   NFB   Head- 
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quaxteis  March  8,  19  84.  He  toured  the 
National  Center  and  held  conversations 
with  President  Jernigan. 

OJoint  Effort,  CPR  Training  Given: 

In  its  February  19,  19  84,  edition  the 
Clarksburg  (West  Virginia)  Exponent- 
Telegram  reports  as  follows  on  a  joint 
effort  by  the  Red  Cross  and  our  Clarks- 
burg Chapter: 

"The  Harrison  County  Chapter  of  the 
American  Red  Cross,  in  cooperation  with 
the  Progressive  Blind  of  Clarksburg, 
conducted  a  special  CPR  course  for  the 
blind  on  February  10  at  the  Chapter 
House. 

"The  class  was  taught  by  John  Wolford, 
Red  Cross  volunteer  instructor,  who 
prepared  a  special  format  using  the  Red 
Cross  'Race  for  Life'  course  as  a  guide 
for  his  instructional  procedure. 

"Those  participating  were  taught  how 
to  recognize  and  respond  to  circulatory 
and  respiratory  emergencies,  including 
first  aid  for  an  obstructed  airway 
(choking),  mouth-to-mouth  breathing, 
chest  compressions,  treatment  for  shoc'ic 
and  other  lifesaving  techniques. 

"Sixteen  individuals  completed  the 
course  and  were  issued  Red  Cross  cer- 
tificates." 

O  Parents  Seminar: 

THE  FUTURE  IS... 

Seminar  for  Parents  of 

Blind  Children 

March  31,  19  84 

Leam.ington  Hotel 

Presented  by 

National  Federation  of  the  Blind 

of  Minnesota 

9:00  a.m.:  Registration 


9:30  a.m.:  Opening  Remarks,  Joyce 
Scanlan,  President,  National  Federation 
of  the  Blind  of  Minnesota 

9:40  a.m.:  A  Parent's  Expectations  for 
the  Blind  Child,  Barbara  Cheadle,  Edi- 
tor, FUTURE  REFLECTIOvIS,  Boise,  Idaho 
10:10  ajn.:  BraUle  and  Print:  Are 
They  Compatible,?  Doris  Wilioughby, 
Vision  Consultant,  Heartland  Area  Educa- 
tion Agency,  Ankeny,   Iowa 

11:10  ajn.:  Alternative  Techniques, 
Nadine  Jacobson,  Social  Worker,  Minne- 
apolis, Minnesota 

11:20  a.m.:  Minnesota  State  Services 
for  the  Blind— What  Can  It  Offer  Your 
Child,?  Jan  Bailey,  Rehabilitation 
Teacher,  Rochester,  Minnesota 

11:45  a.m.:  [>iscussion  from  the  Audi- 
ence 

12:0  0  Noon:  Lunch 

1:3  0  p.m.:  Film:    KIDS  WITH  CANES 

2:0  5  p.m.:  Cane  Travel— When  Should  It 
Begin  and  Who  Should  Receive  It,?  Doris 
Willougjiby,  Vision  Consultant,  Heartland 
Area  Education  Agency,  Ankeny,  Iowa 

2:3  0  p.m.:  The  Blind  Are  Employed, 
Curtis  Chong,  Bonnie  O'Day,  and  Cindy 
Lien 

3:15  p.m.:  Looking  Into  The  Past,  Judy 
Sanders,  Director  of  Educational  Pro- 
grams, National  Federation  of  the  Blind 
of  Minnesota 

3:4  5  p.m.:  Discussion  and  Wrap-Up 

4:15  p.m.:  Evaluation 

4:3  0  p.m.:  Adjourn 

ONFB  of  Florida  Holds  Convention: 

The  National  Federation  of  the  Blind 
of  Florida  held  its  annual  convention 
over  the  weekend  of  January  2  0,  21,  and 
22,  1984,  at  the  Holiday  Inn  Surfside  in 
Daytona  Beach,  Florida.  Rami  Rabby  was 
national  representative,  and  Marie  Tha- 
ler   represented    the   Merchants   Division. 
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Business  sessions  were  conducted  on 
Saturday  and  Sunday.  On  Sunday  the 
following  people  were  elected  to  office: 
Judy  Hansen,  President;  Dan  Hicks,  Vice 
President;  Barbara  Nabutovsky,  Recording 
Secretary;  Sherri  Hicks,  Corresponding 
Secretary;  Jim  Bowen,  Treasurer;  and 
Board  Positions:  James  Johnson,  David 
Sanders,  and  David  Moody.  This  was  one 
of  Florida's  best  conventions. 

OBleecker  Reportedly  Finds  Slot: 

We  have  it  from  usually  reliable 
sources  that  Richard  Bleecker  (after 
having  failed  to  land  several  adminis- 
trative posts  in  the  field  of  work  with 
the  blind)  has  now  found  employment. 
Our  sources  tell  us  that  he  is  to  be  a 
consultant  for  the  Program  Planning  and 
Policy  Development  Unit  of  the  New  Jer- 
sey Commission  for  the  Blind  and  Vis- 
ually Impaired.  The  title  sounds  appro- 
priate, but  one  wonders  exactly  what  it 
means. 

ONew  Testament  on  Eight  Track  Cart- 
ridge: 

Milford  Force,  long-time  Federation- 
ist,  writes  as  follows:  "We  have  the 
New  Testament  on  eight  track  cartridge 
to  give  away.  Anyone  interested  contact 
Milford  Force,  1421  Washington  Street, 
Roanoke  Rapids,  North  Carolina  27870; 
Phone:  919-537-8457.  I  can  be  contacted 
by  BraUle,  print,  or  cassette." 

OChapters  and  Charters: 

David  Stayer,  President  of  the  NFB  of 
New  York,  writes: 

"A  new  Federation  chapter  has  been 
organized  in  Suffolk  County.  The  Presi- 
dent is  Guy  Cornils  of  Coram,  New  York. 
The  Vice  President  is  Bob  Lenz.  The 
Charter  will   be    given    at   our   state   con- 


vention banquet  September  8,  19  84,  at 
the  Hyatt  Regency  in  Buffalo.  Our 
Greater  Long  Island  Chapter  will  be 
changing  its  name  to  the  National  Fed- 
eration of  the  Blind  of  Nassau  County 
and  wUl  also  be  chartered  at  the  same 
time." 

ODies: 

The  January,  19  84,  issue  of  The 
Observeif  which  is  the  official  publi- 
cation of  our  Montana  affiliate,  reports 
the  death  of  Charles  Vanderzee,  long- 
time member  of  the  organization.  He 
died  November  27,  1983,  after  a  brief 
illness.  Charles  first  became  a  member 
of  the  Federation  in  19  63  when  he  at- 
tended the  Montana  Simimer  School  at 
Bozeman.  In  19  73  he  was  elected  state 
president.  For     a     number     of     years 

Charles  was  president  of  the  Bozeman 
Chapter,  an  office  he  was  holding  at  the 
time  of  his  death.  Bom  in  1893, 
Charles  Vanderzee  lived  a  full  and  pro- 
ductive life— one  of  dedication  to  Fed- 
eration ideals  and  service  to  his  fellow 
blind. 

ONew  Publication: 

March,  19  84,  marked  the  beginning  of  a 
new  publication,  the  newsletter  of  the 
National  Federation  of  the  Blind  of 
Arizona.  Its  editor  is  Lee  Jones  of 
Mesa. 

OAp  pointed: 

Rosemary  Lerdahl  has  been  appointed 
Supervisor  of  the  Orientation  Center  of 
the  Services  for  the  Visually  Impaired 
of  Nebraska,  She  was  formerly  Lincoln 
District  Supervisor  for  the  agency. 

OHonored: 

Sandra  Curtis,   a   sighted   Federationist 
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from  Dayton,  Ohio,  tells  us  that  Ron 
Williamitis  was  honored  January  10, 
19  84.  He  received  from  the  Mayor  of 
Kettering,  Ohio,  an  award  for  his  work 
with  the  Jaycees  in  helping  with  the 
safety  patrol  of  the  school  children  of 
the  community. 

OMexican  Tour: 

Very  often  we  do  not  know  how  varied 
and  cosmopolitan  the  activities  and 
lives  of  Federation  leaders  and  members 
are.  Each  summer,  for  instance,  Dr. 
Norman  Gardner  (President  of  the  NFB  of 
Idaho  and  a  member  of  the  national 
board)  conducts  a  study  tour  to  Mexico. 
The  dynamic  nature  and  educational  value 
of  these  tours  can  be  seen  from  the 
following  quotes  from  a  brochure  re- 
cently published  by  Boise  State  Univer- 
sity concerning  this  summer's  tour: 

"Study  the  culture  of  Ancient/Modern 
Mexico.  Visit  all  major  archaeological 
sites  in  Mexico.  Sun  and  snorkel  in  the 
beautiful  Mexican  Carribean... 

"INSTRUCTOR:  Dr.  Norman  Gardner, 
Associate  Professor  of  Finance  at  Boise 
State  University,  will  be  your  study 
tour  instructor.  Dr.  Gardner  lived  in 
Mexico  for  several  years,  is  fluent  in 
Spanish,  and  has  organized  and  led  ten 
highly  successful  study  tours  to  Mexico. 
Dr.  Gardner  is  well-known  for  his  qual- 
ity programs  covering  all  aspects  of 
Mexican  culture. 

"PARTICIPANTS'COMMENTS:  'Thehistory 
of  the  Mexican  Indian  is  so  interesting 
and  the  pyramids  are  fantastic.  I  will 
remember  my  experiences  forever.  Thank 
you,  Dr.  Gardner. 

"'The  workshop  I  attended  in  Mexican 
Culture  was  the  most  educational  and 
pleasurable  experience  I  have  ever  had. 

"'The   trip   to  Mexico  provides  teachers 


with  an  excellent  opportunity  to  be 
exposed  to  a  totally  different  culture. 
Dr.  Gardner  provides  a  well-organized 
inexpensive  view  of  Mexico  that  I  feel 
was  an  invaluable  experience.  I  would 
encourage  not  only  teachers  but  anyone 
to  participate  in  this  class.'" 

OTape  Newsletter  for  Microcomputer 
Users: 

Debee  Norling,  P.O.  Box  5  702,  Berke- 
ley, California  94705,  writes  as  fol- 
lows: 

"I  am  coordinating  an  informal  tape 
newsletter  for  blind  microcomputer 
users.  Cassettes  will  be  about  ninety 
minutes  in  length  and  will  be  issued 
quarterly.  Subscribers  will  be  asked  to 
provide  their  own  cassette,  but  the 
newsletter  wUl  be  free.  Its  purpose  is 
to  share  ideas,  programs,  and  friend- 
ships. Currently  enougji  material  has 
been  collected  to  fill  one  tape,  most  of 
which  is  related  to  the  Votrox  Personal 
Speech  System.  The  newsletter  will  not 
be  specifically  for  users  of  one  brand 
of  microcomputer.  I  encourage  contribu- 
tions and  suggestions  in  typed,  taped, 
or  BraUled  format.  If  you  are  inter- 
ested, send  a  C-90  cassette  of  reason- 
able quality." 

OBig  Brother: 

The  American  Printing  House  for  the 
Blind,  1839  Frankfort  Avenue,  Louis- 
ville, Kentucky  40206,  announces  that  it 
has  in  Braille  George  Orwell's  classic 
Nineteen  Eighty-Four.  The  catalog  num- 
ber is  5-9014.  The  price  is  ^64.28.  At 
the  time  of  this  writing  this  title  is 
on  the  bestseller  list  of  inkprint 
books. 

ODies: 
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On  Tuesday,  March  17,  19  84,  Terry 
Nearhoof  (long-time  Federationist  from 
West  Virginia)  died  at  Carlisle,  Penn- 
sylvania. Terry  died  of  cancer.  She 
had  been  ill  for  more  than  a  year.  She 
formerly  worked  in  the  West  Viginia 
Office  for  Human  Resources. 

ONew  Chapter: 

The  Sussex  County  Chapter,  NFB  of 
Delaware,  came  into  existence  on  Septem- 
ber 5,  19  83,  with  a  membership  of  twen- 
ty-nine. Membership  is  now  more  than 
one  hundred.  On  March  20,  19  84,  the 
chapter  elected  new  officers.  They  are: 
President,  Bill  Quillin;  First  Vice 
President,  Harrison  Hopkins;  Second  Vice 
President,  Mabel  Hamstead;  Secretary, 
Ted  Torbert;  Treasurer,  Anna  Ferguson; 
Oirectors,  Jim  Oliphant  and  Wiila  Lingo. 
Judy  Vickers  and  Ruth  Myers  are  hold- 
over directors. 

OBlind    Teacher    Leads    School     to    Top 
Honors: 

Allen  Schaefer,  a  long-time  leader  of 
the  Federation  in  Illinois,  teaches  in 
the  Mazon-Verona-Kinsman  Junior  High. 
His  junior  high  music  students  took  19 
Division  I,  4  Division  II,  and  1  Divi- 
sion III  ratings  at  the  Area  #15  State 
Music  Contest.  Awards  like  this  are 
nothing  new  for  Allen.  His  music  stu- 
dents have  taken  top  honors  for  years. 
Yet,  there  are  still  those  who  say  that 
the  blind  cannot  teach. 

OChapter  Election: 

The  Kent  County  (Dover)  Chapter  of  the 
NFB  of  Delaware  elected  officers  on 
March  24,  1984.  The  new  chapter  Presi- 
dent is  Wanda  Richer.  Brady  Schahan  is 
chapter  Vice  President.  Debbie  Briddell 
was    elected    to    another    term    as    Secre- 


tary, and  Addic  Pack  was  re-elected 
Treasurer.  William  C.  Dill  completes 
the  chapter  Board  of  Directors. 

OInterpreters: 

The  Committee  on  the  Deaf-Blind  is 
developing  a  register  of  interpreters  as 
a  resource  for  deaf-blind  people  attend- 
ing the  national  convention  in  Phoenix 
this  summer.  If  you  would  like  to  help, 
send  a  letter  describing  your  inter- 
preting skills  and  experience  and  stat- 
ing when  you  will  be  available.  The 
letter  should  be  sent  to  Mrs.  Barbara 
Freeman,  4105  Main  Street  Apt.  3  01, 
Vancouver,  Washington  98663;  telephone 
206-699-5493.  If  you  do  not  have  exper- 
ience but  are  interested  in  learning 
more  about  interpreting  for  the  deaf- 
blind,  you  should  contact  Mrs.  Freeman. 
A  training  session  for  interpreters  will 
be  held  sometime  early  during  the  con- 
vention. If  you  contact  Barbara  Free- 
man, you  will  be  notified  of  the  date 
and  time  of  this  training  session.  If 
you  are  deaf-blind  and  may  need  inter- 
preters, please  write  Barbara  Freeman 
and  explain  your  needs. 

OTwo  Kinds  of  Blind  People: 

Recently  President  Jernigan  received  a 
letter  from  Gertrude  Van  Tassel  Ward  of 
Dunmore,  Pennsylvania.  The  letter  said 
in  part: 

"I  believe  NFB  and  ACB  cater  to  two 
different  categories  of  blind  people, 
and  each  forgets  that  blind  people  are 
not  alike  in  capabilities— therefore, 
not  alike  in  desires. ..Workers  for  the 
blind  (such  as  the  American  Foundation 
for  the  Blind)  cater  to  ACB  because  that 
is  the  group  of  the  blind  that  want  and 
need  such  care  and  help.  The  less  inde- 
pendent envy   the  more  capable.     That   is 
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why  they  hate  to  concede  that  the  more 
capable  group  is  all  that  independent. 
I  believe  that  the  leaders  in  NFB  arc 
intelligent  and  sympathetic  enough  to 
come  to  realize  this  fact,  and  change 
their  approach  to  ACB.  It  is  unfair  to 
rival  the  less  capable." 

OAIDS  Unlimited: 

AIDS  Unlimited,  Inc.  has  published  its 
new,  updated.  Spring  19  84  catalog.  In 
addition  to  the  new  items  previously 
listed  in  the  catalog,  the  updated  cata- 
log contains  more  than  20  new  produas. 
The  catalog  is  in  ink  print  and  is  free. 
AIDS  Unlimited  also  has  available  an 
updated  cassette  catalog  at  ^1.35.  If 
you  send  your  cassette  catalog  back  to 
AIDS  Unlimited  in  a  mailer  with  your 
return  address  label  on  it  approximately 
April  1st  and  October  1st  of  each  year, 
AIDS  Unlimited  will  update  the  catalog 
and  return  it  to  you  free  of  charge.  Be 
sure  to  see  the  big,  exciting  AIDS  Un- 
limited display  at  the  NFB  convention  in 
Phoenix.  For  further  information  or  to 
order,  contact:  AIDS  Unlimited,  Inc., 
1101  North  Calvert  Street  Suite  1901, 
Baltimore,  Maryland  21202;   301-659-0232. 

<>Photo  Finisher  Correspondence: 

We  have  been  asked  to  carry   the   fol- 
lowing announcement: 

"I  am  a  totally  blind  photo  finisher 
who  wishes  to  correspond  with  other 
legally  blind  persons  having  had  any 
experience  in  photo  finishing.  I  wish 
to  exchange  employment  experiences  and 
ideas  with  said  persons.  My  job  may  be 
eliminated  in  the  near  future  by  our 
company's  purchase  of  new  equipment  for 
my  department.  I  would  like  to  broaden 
my  photo  finishing  experience,  but  I  am 
running     into     obstacles.        Will     accept 


correspondence  in  either  cassette  or 
Braille,  but  would  prefer  cassette. 
Write  or  tape  to:  Mr.  Roger  Lonnie 
Merritt,  115  North  50th  Street,  Omaha, 
Nebraska  68132." 

ONew  Merchants  Division: 

At  3:51  p.m.,  Saturday,  April  7,  the 
unanimous  vote  was  cast,  adopting  a 
constitution  for  a  new  division  of  the 
National  Federation  of  the  Blind  of 
Florida.  This  statewide  division,  named 
the  Blind  Merchants  Division  of  the 
National  Federation  of  the  Blind  of 
Florida,  began  with  thirty  active  mem- 
bers who  are  blind  vendors  in  Florida's 
Randolph- Sheppard  Program.  Several  are 
new  to  the  Federation;  others  have  been 
members  at  large  or  in  local  chapters  in 
the  state  for  some  time. 

The  elected  officers  and  board  members 
are      Dave      Sanders,      President;      Frank 
Obremski,      First     Vice      President;      Bob 
Gagney,     Second     Vice     President;      John 
McNally,   Secretary;   Todd  Bowen,  Treas- 
urer;   Jim   Parkman,   Board  Member;    and 
Walter   Schumacher,   Board  Member.     This 
leadership  comes  from  diverse  population 
areas       throughout      Florida,      stretching 
from  Tallahassee    in    the   north    to  Miami 
in    the    south   and    several    cities    in  be- 
tween.    The   Saturday,  April   7  organizing 
meeting,   held    at   the   Holiday    Inn  Surf- 
side    in  Daytona  Beach,   followed   several 
weeks  of  preparation  by  Dave  Sanders  and 
other     Floridians.         Then,     on     Sunday, 
AprU     8,     an     organizing,     led     by    Marie 
Thaler    of    Tennessee,    landed    in    Florida 
for    intensive    work.       Other   members    of 
the    team    were    Larry    Posont,   Michigan; 
Mary      Lou      Grunwald,      Illinois;      Betty 
Couch,  Maryland;    and  John  Couch,  Mary- 
land.      Dan    Hicks,    First    Vice    President 
of    the  NFB   of  Florida   and   Sherri  Hicks, 
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President    of    the    Central    Florida   Chap-  Director   of   Governmental  Affairs,    joined 

ter,   took  part    in   the   organizing  meeting  the   team  on  Friday,  April    6,   and  helped 

on    Saturday,   April    7,    and   welcomed    the  conduct    the    organizing  meeting   the    fol- 

new   Federationists.       James   Gashel,  NFB  lowing  day. 
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